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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Taurspay, May 23, 1912.

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. ;

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Our Father in heaven, we thank Thee for the great thoughts,
noble deeds, and splendid achievements which link the past to
the present, making us rich in scientific, literary, art, govern-
mental, and religions attainments, which make the world a
better place in which to live, affording greater fields of en-
deavor, opening the way to larger life and nobler attainments.
Help us to add something to coming generations which will
enlarge their opportunities and hasten the coming of Thy king-
dom to the glory and honor of Thy holy name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

PERSONAL PRIVILEGE.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise?

Mr. HARDWICK. T rise to a question of personal privilege.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. HARDWICK, Mr. Speaker, I rise to a question of per-
sonal privilege. :

The leading editorial in the Washington Herald of yesterday,
entitled “The Lodge amendment joker,” among other state-
ments, contains the following statement, which is not only
absolutely untrue, but also reflects, in my judgment, upon the
integrity of every member of the select committee appointed
by this House at its last session to investigate the Arherican
Sugar Refining Co. and others.

- The portion of the editorial to which I invite especial atten-
tion reads as follows:

THE LODGE AMENDMENT JOKER.

Those who are endeavoring to steer sugar legislation in Washington
must be well-nlgh distracted over the outcome of a year and a half of
gugar agitation. Here is the result:

1. Hardwick report fa\'orintg the refiners and st&ndgﬁtters.

2. Underwood bill against the refiners and antistandpatters.

3. Senate finance report favoring the beet-sugar industry, but against
the sugar refiners.

4. Lodge amendment, reported from the Senate Finance Committee,
for the cane-sugar refiners and against the beet-sugar industry.

The Hardwick investigating committee reported that the value of the
listed sugar-trust stocks was not inflated and that there was no * joker "
in the law in favor of the cane-sugar refiners. In other words, it was
a whitewash. The Democrati¢ * steam roller” in the House lost no
time in making it known that it disreiﬁrded the Hardwick report, and
as a result the Underwood free-sugar bill was offered.

1t will be observed that this editorial states, so far as the
gpecial committee is concerned—
'he Hardwick report favors the refiners and standpatters.

Exactly the reverse is true. When the report was made its
most bitter criticism came from the trust—the American Sugar
Refining Co.—which company, in a statement issued by its coun-
gel, Mr. James M. Beck, of New York, on the day after the
report was made to the House, bitterly and, I believe, unjustly
assailed the report as unfair to the greatest of the refiners. In
what possible way the report could have given comfort to any
go-called “ standpatter” I challenge any mortal man to state.
If the assertion of the Herald means that the report favored the
standpatters because it contained no recommendation as to
tariff legislation on sugar, then that paper stands convicted of
crass ignorance. It must acknowledge that it has never even
read the resolution under which the committee was raised—
under which it acted—and in which resolution no jurisdiction
whatever of the tariff question was given the committee. The
committee did not report on the tariff, because in the unani-
mous opinion of every Member, Democrat and Republican alike,
the House had given it neither instructions nor authority to so
report. That this House and the public may see how unfounded
is this eriticism, I will read to the House the terms of the reso-
lution under which the committee was raised:

Resolved, That a committee of nine members, to be elected by the
Housé¢, be, and is hereby, directed to make an investigation for the
{)urpose of ascertaining whether or not there have been violations of
he antitrust act of July 2, 1800, and the varlous acts supplementar
thereto, by the American Sugar Refining Co., incorporated ?fgnunry 10,
1891, under the laws of the State of New Jersey, and the various cor-
porations controlled thereby or holding stocks or bonds therein or
whose stocks or bonds are held, in whole or in part, thereby, and all
other persons or corporations engaged in manufacturing or refining
sugar and their relations with each other, which sald violations have

not been prosecuted by the executive officers of the Government.

= .
' Said committee is also directed to jnvestigate the organization and
operations of said American Sugar Refining Co,, and its relations with
other persons or corporations gaged in the busi of manufactur-
Ing or refining sugar, and all other dpersons or corporations engaged

In manufacturing or refining sugar and their relations with each other,

XLVIIT—441

and if in connection therewith violations of the aforesaid laws are dis-
closed, to report same to the House.

Said committee shall aiso inquire whether the organization and opera-
tions of the American Sugar Refining Co. and other persons or cor-
porations having relations with it, and all other persons or corpora-
tions engaged in manufacturing or reflning sugar and their relations
with each other, have caused or had a tendency to cause any of the
followlng results:

First, The restriction or destruction of competition among manu-
facturers or refiners of sugar.

Second. An increase in price of refined sugar to the consumer or
fgcrea?e in the price of sugar cane or sugar beets to the producer

ereof.

And said committee shall report to the House all the faels and eir-
cumstances disclosed by the investigation herein provided, with such
recommendations as it may deem advisable.

And sald committee as a whole, or any subcommittee thereof, is
authorized to sit during sessions of the House and the recess of Con-
gress, to employ clerical and other assistance, to compel the attend-
ance of witnesses, to send for persons and papers, and to administer
oaths to witnesses.

The Speaker shall have authority to sign and the Clerk to attest
subpeenas during the recess of Congress.

So far, the ediforial criticism of the Herald upon the com-
mittee is so weak and trifling that if it went no further I could
well afford to disregard it, but the editorial continues:

The Hardwick committee reémrted that the value of the listed Sugar
Trust's stocks was not inflated.

The truth is that the report was exactly the reverse. I read
from page 25 of the report:

Your committee confidently submits from the above Instances that its
estimate in an earlier part of this report that of the nominal fifty mil-
lions of capital of the old refinerles company not over twenty to twenty-
five millions was real value, the balance being ** water.”

The ca?]ltni of the American Co., organized in 1891, was also fifty
millions, half common and half preferred. It appears to have taken
over the properties of the Sugar Refineries Co. at a ratio of par, or
somewhere near that figure. At par, according to the testimony of Mr,
Heike, (Hearings, p. 187.) At something a little less than that fizure,
according to Mr, Atkins (hearings, p. 118), issuing, pro rata, about
forty-two millions of its stock in place of the forty-seven millions
actually issued by the refineries company.

S0 that the: American inherited from fits predecessor, the Su¥nr Re-
fineries Co., most, if not all, of the water that had been so liberally
pumped into the stock of the latter company.

In 1892 the American increased its caglta[ stock from fifty to seventy-
five millions, using the increase to purchase its Philadelphia and Balti-
more competitors, as ulre&;!oy outlined in this report.

It pald, in stock. $10,000,000 for the Bpreckels plant that had cost
only four and a half millions in cash. (Hearings, p. 2347.)

The Franklin, that was not worth over five millions at the outside,
and probably less (hearings, pp. 1377-1378), was bought for ten mil-
lions in stock. It is worthy of note that at the time of these transac-
tions, or during the same year at least, common stock of the American
sold ns hizh as 114 and preferred as high as 107. So it appears that
up to its seventy-five millions capital mark the American Co. easily
ms.!intalued its inherited ratio of two dollars of stock to ome of real
value,

So far as we have been able to discover, the further increase of stock
of the American in 1901 from seventy-five to ninety millions was not
marked by anything like the same degree of overpayment by the Ameri-
can. The mania for overcapitalization seems to permeate the sugar in-
dustry in every direction. The American, with its stock originally 40
tut?o per cent water, has pald the following dividends since its organi-
zation.

On preferred stock (one-half of whole) T per cent from 1891 to date.
(Hearings, p. 2523.

On common stock (one-half of the whole) :

Per cent.
1801 8
1892 —— 9
1893 - 23
1804-1899 s 12
1900__ ° e 63
1901-1910_ T

In other words, from 1891 to date the preferred has pald 7 per cent
and the common has averaged 9.4 per cent, or both have averaged 8.2
per cent on the whole stock issue—at least 15 per cent to 16 per cent
on a fair valnation of the properties and business.

Now, take the two largest competitors of the American—Arbuckle
Bros. and the Federal.

Let me again cite the report (pp. 31-32) on this subject:

To summarize. this portion of our report, we find strikingly developed
In the sugar industry several evils, aside from the primary one of
stifling competition, which seem to demand careful consideration and
remedial legislation by Congress. i

1. Original overcapitalization of great industrial corporations, result-
ing in increased cost of production if a profit is to be made (as is al-
ways insisted upon) on inflated capitalization, and higher prices of
the product to the consuming publie.

2, The temptation of the persons who organize and control these large
corporations to earn dividends on watered stock as soon as possible, so
that such stock mag be unloaded in the open markets upon the investing
publie. These dividends can rarely, if ever, be made without Increasing
prices to the consumer.

3. Exploitation not only of the consuming public and of the investing
ublie, as already set out, but also of the corporations themselves, by
heir officers, directors, and trustees, who do not hesitate to overburden

the consumer, to deceive the [nvestor, and to take advantage of the
corporations that have trusted them whenever it will line the pockets

of such individual trustees. i

Again, the editorial states the committee found “ there was no
joker in the law in favor of the cane-sugar refiners.”
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There is no such finding anywhere in the report, direct or in-
direct, express or implied. The man who wrote this editorial
charge must have been either grossly careless or densely igno-
rant, or probably both. Having finished its specific misrepre-
sentations of your committee, this intelligent and well-informed
journal, published here in the Capital City, where its oppor-
tunities for acquiring accurate knowledge are great and its ex-
cuse for misstatements about matters of this kind small, under-
takes to make a few general statements, or rather misstatements,
on its own account,

Generalizing, it exclaims, “ In other words it (the report) was
a whitewash.”

Mr. Speaker, I prefer to be charitable in my answer to snch
libels as this. I rarely notice them and only do so when {he
injustice is intolerable. Even then, unless I know the motive
of the critic to be bad, I prefer to ascribe his misstatements to
ignorance rather than malice. But I must say, Mr. Speaker, in
justice to myself, in justice to every member of that commitiee,
that a grosser misrepresentation was never made to the public
than the statement that this report was a “ whitewash” of any
kind of anybody. No intelligent man can read it and say so.
The report speaks for itself.

Let me inquire how or from whom did the Herald obfain the
idea that the report was a *“ whitewash ”? Not from the report
itself. Then was it from the Sugar Trust, that protested
most vigorously that the report was so far from a * white-
wash " that it did the trust grave injustice? Or was it from
the beet-sugar manufacturers, whose Washington agent, Mr.
C. C. Hamlin, published columns in denunciation of it? Or
from the Touisiana cane planters, whose papers and associa-
tions were most bitter in their condemmation of it?

But, Mr, Speaker, after having been so unjust to the men who
devoted almost a year of their time to laborious and faithful
work in an earnest and honest effort to earry oat the inandate
of the House on this question, the Herald continues:

The Democratic steam roller in the House lost no time in making it
known that it disregarded the Hardwick report, and as a result the
Underwood free-sugar bill was offered.

Not only is the above statement untrue in word, in letter, in
substance, and in spirit, but the exaet reverse is true, and no
one knows it better or will bear witness to it more willingly
than the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNperwoon] and every
one of his Democratic associates on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 8o far from the work of the special committee being
disregarded, the truth is that the facts disclosed by the hearings
of the special committee were the principal weapons employed
by the Ways and Means Committee in making up its report in
favor of free sugar, and but for the work done by the special
committee we would have no free-sugar bill in all probability.

Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to make any further remarks on
the gross injustice that this editorial, evidently born of careless
ignorance, does to every member of the committee. This whole
House, Democratic and Republican Members alike, knows the
truth. Your committee needs no vindication at its hands. Nor
will it lack any at the hands of any honest man who will
examine the work of the committee, read its reports, and read
the debates of this House on the free-sugar bill. [Applause.]

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR COMPLETION OF DAMS ACROSS SAVANNAH
RIVER. °

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. The unfinished business is the bill H. R.
21969, on which the previons question has been ordered.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, my object in rising was to
finish a conference report we had up the other day. I under-
stood from the Speaker I could do so at this time.

The SPEAKER. How long will it take?

Mr. ADAMSON. Just a minute. The gentleman from IHi-
nois [Mr. Maxx] wanted time to examine it the other day, and
I will ask him if he is ready to dispose of it. It is Senate
bill 5930. He makes no objection, and I ask that the confer-
ence report be adopted. The report was read the other day.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the title.

The Clerk read as follows:

8, 5030. An act to extend the time for the completion of dams across

the Savannah River by authority chuted to Twin City Power Co. by
an act approved February 29, 1908.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT (XNo0. 729).
The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (S.
*5930) to extend the time for the completion of dams across the
Savannah River by authority granted to Twin City Power Co.
by an act approved February 29, 1908, having met, after full

and free conference have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House, and agree to the same with an amendment,
as follows: ¥

Strike out all of the proviso beginning with the words “Pro--
vided further,” page 1, line 13, down to and including the word
“ Engineers,” page 2, line 8, so that the bill will read as follows:

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled, That the
consent of Congress is hereby granted for the extension of the
time allowed to the Twin City Power Co. to construct dams
across the Savannah River, authorized by an act of February'
20, 1908, until three years from the date fixed in the original
act for its completion, to wit, February 29, 1916: Provided, That
under the approval of the Secretary of War upon plans and
specifications to be submitted, the said corporation may at its
option develop its contemplated water power by the construction
of one dam in lien of two.

“ 8Eec. 2. That the right to amend, alter, or repeal this act is
hereby expressly reserved.”

And the House agree to the same.

W. C. Apamsox,

F. C. STEVENS, :
Managers on the purt of the House.

Exvure NELSON,

JONATHAN Bourxg, Jr.,

DuncaN U. FLETCHER,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT,

The Senate, in passing 8. 5930, amended the same by adding
in and after line 13, page 1, a proviso subjecting the extension
asked for to the amendment of the general dam act approved
June 23, 1910, the Senate being unaware that, in reliance upon
the original grant, the grantees had made expenditures of
money to a large amount, some two or three hundred thousand
dollars, which, by the express provisions in the said amended
act, exempt the extension from such limitation. The House
amended that Senate amendment by excepting and exempting
the extension from the proviso fixing the limitation of 50 years,
which is really the principal provision in the amendment of
June 23, 1910. The other provisions of that amendment have
no application to the enterprise in question; therefore your
conferees have thought it wise, in agreeing to the House amend-
ment, to amend it further by striking out the whole proviso,
beginning on page 1, line 13, so as to leave the bill as originally
introduced by its author and leaving the dam to be constructed
in accordance with the original grant, subject to the terms of
the general dam act approved June 21, 1906.

W. 0. ApaMsoN,
i F. C. STEVENS.

The question was taken, and the conference report was
agreed to.

On motion of Mr. ApaMsoN, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the conference report was agreed to was laid on the
table.

PANAMA CANAL.

The SPEAKER. The unfinished business is the bill H. R.
21969, and the previous question has been ordered on the bill
and amendments to final passage. .

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Illinois place his amendment where he
wanis it in this bill

Mr., MANN. I have an amendment pending to insert as a
new section, I think to follow section 10, and the gentleman
from Georgia desires to have it inserted at the end of section
5, and I ask unanimous consent that instead of going in as a
new section the amendment may be offered to come in at the
end of the Doremus amendment, if that be agreed to, or at the
end of the original section 5, if that should be agreed to. ,

Mr. ADAMSON. That is agreeable.

The Clerk read as follows:

Add as a new paragraph at the end of section 5:

“That the President shall provide a method for the determination
and adjustment of all claims arizﬂgf out of personal injuries to em-

ployees thereafter oceurring while directly engaged In actual work in
connection with the construction, maintenance, operation, or samita-
tion of the canal or of the Panama Railroad, or of any a canals,

locks, or other works necessary and convenient for the 5
maintenance, operation, or sanitatlon of the canal, whether such in-
juries result in death or not, and may revise and modify such method
at any time; and such claims, to the extent they shall be allowed on
such adjustment, If allowed at all, shall be out of the momn

hereafter appropriated for that purpose or out of the funds of the
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Panama Raflroad Co., if said company was responsible for sald injury,
as the case may require. And after such method shall be provided by
the President, the provisions of the act entitled ‘An act granting to
certain employees of the United States the right to recelve from it
compensation for injuries sustained in the course of their employment,’

approved May 30, 1908, and of the act entitled *An act relatin, tf Dig%

jured employees on the Isthmian Canal,’ approved February 2
shall not apply to personal injuries thereafter received and claims for
Wht‘i:h are subject to determination and adjustment as provided in this
section.”

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Georgia is agreeable to
this amendment. The amendment of the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. DoreMus] is to strike out, I believe, section §
and substitute. Now, if this is to be added at this time to sec-
tion 5, I take it that would not be covered by the motion of the
gentleman from Michigan to strike out so as to include this
item.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent,
whatever the result may be, that the gentleman’'s amendment
may follow the section.

Mr. MANN. As a part of the section?

Mr. ADAMSON, As a part of the section.

The SPEAKER, Is the section this follows one that is
involved?

Mr. ADAMSON. Yes, sir; but it follows as a result no
matter which is adopted, because both the substitute and the
original end just alike in the same language.

The SPEAKER. It is necessary to vote on this amendment.

Mr, ADAMSON. I understand, but we are placing it, that is
all.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent
that no matter what happens to the Doremus amendment that
the amendment of the gentleman from Illinois shall follow the
section,

Mr. ADAMSON. Whichever one is adopted this follows.

Mr. MANN. This goes as a part of the section,

The SPEAKER. Does it follow it to its fate or in the bill?

Mr. ADAMSON. No, sir; the issue is not involved in this;
this should follow whichever one is adopted.

The SPEAKER. That is, in the bill?

Mr. ADAMSON. Yes, sir; whichever one is adopted this
stays in and follows it.

The SPEAKER. There is a good deal of difference in the
two propositions. The gentleman from Georgia asks unan-
imous consent that no matter which way the House votes upon
the Doremus proposition the Mann proposition shall in the bill
follow the Doremus substitute or the original section in the
pending bill.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Reserving the right to object, let me
ask the gentleman why we could not avoid the confusion by
acting upon the Doremus amendment first and then letting the
Mann amendment come in independently?

Mr. ADAMSON. We can, but there is not any confusion
about it. The Doremus amendment ends just exactly like the
present section ends, and all we have to do is to add this as
an additional paragraph to the section, no matter which one is
adopted. '

Mr. CRUMPACKER. A confusion may arise in the minds of
the Members of the House in voting upon the Doremus amend-
ment as to whether the vote would not include the Mann amend-
ment algo, and if the Doremus amendment were acted upon
separately, and as the Mann amendment follows it, there
would be no.possible confusion in the mind of any Member of
the House.

Mr. ADAMSON. It is clear the Mann amendment has nothing
to do with the issue on the part of section 5.

Mr. CULLOP. Mr. Speaker, why would it not be better to
number this section 537

Mr. ADAMSON. It is exactly in keeping with the latter part
of section 5.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state this proposition, so
that the House will know what it is doing. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Doremus] offered a substitute for a certain
portion of the text of the bill, and it was adopted. And it is a
matter of common rumor that somebedy is going to call for a
separate vote on this Doremus substitute. The proposition of
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Apamsox] is that, no matter
whether the Doremus substitute is voted in or voted out, the
Mann amendment follows immediately after the Doremus
amendment if it is voted in, and follows after that portion of
the original text if the Doremus amendment is voted out. Is
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. ‘The
gquestion is on the amendment of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MaANN].

Mr. ADAMSON. I suppose that we can have a vote on all
of them in gross, except one,

The SPEAKER. The Chair will put that question as soon
as we get through with this. The question is on the amendment
of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN].

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any amend-
ment?

Mr. ADAMSON. I demand a separate vote on the Doremus
substitute to section 5.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia demands a
separate vote on the Doremus substitute to section 5. If there
is no similar demand as to any other amendment, the other
amendments will be voted upon in gross. The question is on
agreeing to the other amendments.

The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the Doremus amend-
ment.

Mr. ADAMSON. I demand the yeas and nays, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia demands the
yeas and nays. These in favor of ordering the yeas and nays
will rise and stand until counted. [After counting.] Evidently
a sufficient number.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
there is no quorum present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.]
One hundred and sixty-seven Members are present; not a quo-
rum. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms
will notify absentees, and the Clerk will call the roll. Those
in favor of the Doremus amendment will, as their names are
called, answer “yea” and those opposed will answer “nay,”
and the House will be in order.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 147, nays 128,
answered “present " 8, not voting 109, as follows:

YEAS—147.
Akin, N. Y. Foss Langham Sells
Alexander French Lawrence Simmons
Ames Fuller Lee, Pa Small
Austin Garner Lewis Smith, J. M. C.
Barchfeld George Linthicum Smith, Baml. W,
Bartholdt Goldfogle Lloyd Bmith, N. Y.
Borland Greene, Mass. Lobeck Speer
Bowman Gregg, Pa. McCreary Stephens, Cal.
Broussard Gregg, Tex. MeGillicuddy Stone
Burke, Pa. Griest ,;IcKin!eg Sulloway
Burnett Guernsey McLanghlin Sulzer
Butler Hamill McMorran Bweet
Campbell Hammond Maher 'J‘afgart
Cannon Harris Mann Talbott, Md.
Catlin Harrison, Miss. Matthews Talcott, N. Y.
Clayton Harrison, N. Y. organ Taylor, Ala.
Connell Hartman Murray Taylor, Colo.
Conry Hawley Needham Taylor, Ohio
Cooper Hayden Neeley Thayer
Covington Hayes Nelson Thistlewood
Crago Heald Padgett ilson
Curry Heflin Parran Towner
Dalzell Henry, Conn. Patten, N. Y. Tribble
Danforth Hi 5 yne Tuttle
Davidson H Pepper Underhill
Davis, W. Va, Hobson Peters Underwood
Difenderfer Howell Pray Utter
Dodds Humphrey, Wash. Puio Vare
Donohoe Jackson Raker Warburton
Doremus Kahn Ransdell, La. Watkins
Dupré Kindred Roberts, Mass. Wedemeyer
Dwight Kinkead, N. J. Roberts, Nev. Wickliff=
Estopinal Knowland Robinson Wilson, N. Y,
Falrchild Konlig Roddenbery Wilson, Pa.
Fergusson Lafean Rodenbe: Wood, N. J.
Fitzgerald Lafferty Rotherme Young, Mich.
Fornes La Follette Rucker, Colo.
NAYS—128,

Adalr Daugherty Gray Littlepage
Adamson Davis, Minn. Green, Iowa McCoy
Anderson, Minn. Dent Hamilton, Mich. McDermott
Ansberry ; Denver Hamilton, W. Va. MecEellar .
Barnbart Dickinson Hamlin McKenzie
Bartlett Dies Hardwick ‘MeKinney
Beall, Tex. Dixon, Ind. Hangen Macon
Bell, Ga. Driscoll, M. B, Helgesen Madden
Blackmon Edwards Henry, Tex. Maguire, Nebr,
Boehne Ellerbe Hensley Martin, Colo.
Booher Esch Houston Miller
Brantley Evans Howard Mondell
Buchanan Faison Hughes, Ga, Moon, Tenn.
Bulkley Ferris Hughes, N. J. Morrison
Burke, Wis. Fiul?' Hull Morse, Wis.
Burleson Floyd, Ark. Humphreys, Miss. Moss, Ind.
Byrnes, 8. C. Foster Jacoway Norris
Byrns, Tenn. Fowler Johnson, Ky. I\'(}'e
Callaway Gallagher Kent Oldfield
Candler Gardner, Mass.  Kinkald, Nebr. Page

ary Garrett Konop Pou
Cline Godwin, N. C. Kop Powers
Collier H Korbl Prince
Cox, Ohlo Goodwin, Ark. Lee, Ga. Prouty
Crumpacker Gould Lenroot Rainey

ullop Graham Lindbergh Itauch
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Rees Sisson Stephens, Miss, Whitacre
Richardson Slayden Stephens, Nebr, Willis
Rubey - Bloan Stephens, Tex. Wilson, Il1.
Rtussell Bmith, Tex. Sterling Withers :
Sabath Stedman Stevens, Minn, Young, Kans.
Sims Steenerson Volstead Young, Tex. -
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—S8.

T + Longworth Martin, 8. Dak. Sherley

Gillett ; MeGuire, Okla. Riordan Weeks
NOT VOTING—109,

‘Alken, 8. C. De Forest Kennedy Redfield
Alney Dickson, Miss., Kitchin Reilly
Allen Doughton Lamb Reyburn
Anderson, Ohlo  Draper Langley Rouse
Andrus Driscoll, D. A. Legare Rucker, Mo.
Anthony Farr Lever Baunders
Ashbrook Fields Levy Scully .
Ayres Flood, Va. Lindsay Shackleford
Dates Focht Littleton Sharp
Bathrick Fordney Loud Sheppard
Berger Francis MeCall Sherwood
Bradley Gardner, N. J. McHenry SlemLE
Brown Glass Malby 8mith, Cal.
Browning Goeke Mays Sparkman
Burgess Gudger Moon, Pa. Stack
Burke, 8. Dak. Hanna Moore, Pa. Stanley
Calder Hardy Moore, Tex. Switzer
Cantrill Hz{m Mott Thomas
Carlin H Murdock Townsen
Carter Hinds Olmsted Turnbull
Clark, Fla. Holland O'Shaunessy Vreeland
Claypool Howland Palmer ‘Webb
Cop eiv Hubbard Patton, Pa, White
Cox, Ind. Hughes, W. Va.  Pickett Wilder T
Cravens James Plumley Woods, Iowa)
Curley Johnson, 8, C. Porter *
Currier Jones Post !
Davenport Kendall Randell, Tex.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following pairs:

For the session:

Mr, RiorpAN with Mr. ANDRUS.

Mr. Grass with Mr. SLEwmP.

Until further notice:

Mr. Carter with Mr. McGuire of Oklaho!

Mr. SHERLEY with Mr. MArey.

Mr. Horraxp with Mr. BROWNING.

.Mr. Harpy with Mr. OLMSTED,

Mr. Browr with Mr. CURRIER.

Mr. Fierps with Mr. LANGLEY.

Mr. Bureess with Mr. WEEKS.

Mr. GoEgeE with Mr. HowLAND,

Mr. SHEPPARD with Mr. BaTs.

Mr. Mays with Mr. THISTLEWOOD.

Mr. ALLexy with Mr. LONGWORTH.

Mr. James with Mr, McCALL.

Mr. Davesrort with Mr. Burge of South Dakota.

Mr. Jouaxsox of South Carolina with Mr, GILLETT.

Mr. Cox of Indiana with Mr. Smrre of California.

Mr. Rucker of Missouri with Mr. DYER.

Mr. LitrreroN with Mr., Woops of Iowa.

Mr. Warme with Mr. SWITZER.

Mr. Wees with Mr. PorTER.

Mr. SPARKMAN with Mr. PLUMLEY.

Mr. Remry with Mr. REYBURN.

Mr. Levy with Mr. MorT.

Mr. Kircaiy with Mr. PICKETT.

Mr. Hera with Mr. Moore of Pennsylyania.

Mr. Gupeer with Mr., HueHEs of West Virginia.

Mr. Froop of Virginia with Mr. HinNps,

Mr. Craek of Florida with Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey|

Mr. Dawmen A. Driscorn with Mr, WILDER.

Mr. Corcey with Mr. HANNA.

Mr. Ciprin with Mr. FocaT.

Mr. BaTHRICK with Mr. FAge.

Mr. Asasrook with Mr. De Fogest.

Mr. A1kEN of South Carolina with Mr, AINEY.

Mr. RousE with Mr. BRADLEY,

Until June 1:;

Mr. TroMmas with Mr. HUBBARD.

From May 15 to May 25:

Mr. STaNLEY with Mr. ANTHONY,

Two weeks, beginning May 15:

Mr. CaxTrILL with Mr. Loup.

Two weeks, beginning May 3:

Mr. SHACKLEFOED with Mr. DRAPER.

Upon this vote:

Mr. PatuEr (for tolls) with Mr. Reprrerp (against).

Mr. Murnock (in favor of Doremus amendment) with Mr,
CrAVENS (against).

Mr. Hay (for tolls) with Mr. Moox of Pennsylvania (against).

Mr. TurssULL (for tolls) with Mr. SAUNDERS (against).

Mr. DoveHTON (for tolls) with Mr. ScurLrLy (against),

tolliﬂi Kexparn (against free tolls) with Mr. Kexneny (for free
8).

Mr, ManTix of South Dakota (for section 5 of bill) with Mr,
Carper, (against).

Mr. Post (against free tolls and in favor of section 5) with
Mr. O’'SEAUNESsY (for free tolls).

Mr. ForoNEY (against) with Mr. Veeerasp (for tolls).

Mr. CorreEy (in favor of Doremus amendment) with Mr.
Lever (against).

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I voted “yea”
and I desire to change that vote and vote “ present.”

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the gentleman's name.

The Clerk called the name of Mr. McGuire of Oklahoma,
and he answered * Present.”

Mr. DYER. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask if Mr. Rucker
of Missouri has voted?

The SPEAKER. He has not.

Mr. DYER. I am paired with Mr. Rucker of Missouri. I
voted “yea” on this amendment, but I desire to withdraw my
vote and answer “ present.”

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the gentleman’s name,

I’I‘he Clerk called the name of Mr. DyEer, and he answered
“ Prosent.”

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. A quornm is present. Proceedings under
the ecall will be suspended and the Doorkeeper will open the
doors. The question is on the engrossment and third reading
of the amended bill.

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a
third time, and was read the third time.

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recommit the bill to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce with instruc-
tions to report the same back with the following amendment
added to section 5 as amended by the Doremus amendment.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. Speaker, I move to recommit the
bill to the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee with
instructions to forthwith report it back to the House, striking
out section 11 and inserting in lieu thereof the provision which
I offer.

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, I made a motion to recommit, and
I ask consideration of that motion.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state what the situnation is.
The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Broussagp] and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DorEmus] and other gentlemen
made a minority report against this bill. Evidently it is in-
tended for the motion to recommit to be construed fairly.

The rule provides that the Chair shall give preference in
recognition to some Member who is against the bill. These gen-
tlemen made a minority report, and the Chair thinks in ordi-
nary fairness in the construction of the rule that the gentleman
from Louisiana should have precedence.

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inguiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it, 4

Mr. SIMS. The statement of the Chair is undoubtedly acecu-
rate, but the minority report having been adopted by the House,
the amendment embraced in the minority report is a part of
the bill. 'I'herefore I am absolutely against the bill with the
minority views carried into it, and the gentleman from Louisi-
ana is for it.

The SPEAKER. The Chair ean settle that very easily. Is
the gentleman from Louisiana opposed to the bill?

Mr. BROUSSARD. Iam.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion of the
gentleman from Louisiana. :

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BroussamD moves to recommit the bill to the Commitiee on
;Fterﬁntc and Foreign Commerce, with the following amendment to sec-

on 113

“8ec. 11, From and after the opening of the Panama Canal it shall
be unlawful for any railroad company or other common carrier subject
to the act to late commerce to own, lease, operate, control, or have
any interest whatsoever (by stock ownership or otherwise, either di-
rectly, indirectly, through any holding company, or by stockholders or
directors in common, or in any other manner) in any common carrier
by water engaged in interstate commerce through the Panama
And it shall be the duty of the President to exclude any such ship of
commerce from the canal.

“That from and after the opening of the Panama Canal no ship
engaged in interstate commerce which is owned, leased, contrelled, or
operated by any person, fi association, or corporation engaged in
any agreement, combination, ship ring, or conference with reference to
rates, rPorts, routes of trafflc, rebates, or terminal facllities, shall be

rmitted to engage in interstate trade through said canal, and it shall
mtn%h duty of the President to exclude every such ship of commerce

m the canal

“That any officer or agent of any railroad company or corporatiom,
or any oflicer or agent any ship or shipping company or any other
person whatsoever, who is a party to any viclation of this section or
who knowingly violates or who permits any violation thereof, shall be
punished for each offense by a fine of not more than $10,000 or less
than 31.000, or by imprisonment not exceeding five yearsh:r by both
such fine and imprisonment in the discretion of the court having juris-
diction thereof.”
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Mr. ADAMSON.
that.

Mr. BROUSSARD, Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The geutleman from Georgia will state his
point of order.

Mr. ADAMSON. I do not think it is germane either to the
gection or to the bill. It propeses an entirely different system
of dealing with these things. It is not the purpose of the bill
to place on the management of the canal the burden of de-
termining all questions about ships. It is the purpose of the
bill to let the United States Government control the whole
matter in connection with the coastwise trade and interstate

Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order against

commerce. This motion changes the system entirely and is not
germane,
The SPEAKER. The Chair stated yesterday in an opinion

that was as carefully drawn as possible after great investiga-
tion, with the help of two of the best parliamentarians on the
floor of the House, one on each side, filing a brief, that a mo-
tion to recommit does not have to be germane to any particular
gection if it is germane to the bill. The motion to recommit
ought to be construed liberally so that it will do what it was
intended to do. The Chair will state to the gentleman from
Georgin that his inelination is to rule against the gentleman,
but if he has any authorities to offer or any argument to sub-
mit the Chair will hear it with an open mind. .

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I have nothing to offer on it;
I simply suggested that it was such a radical change of the
matter in the bill—

The SPEAKER. The Chair has nothing to do with the gunes-
tion of whether a proposition is radical or not.

Mr. ADAMSON. I understand that, but the provision per-
tains to the method of regulating the coastwise trade and in-
terstate commerce.

The SPEAKER. The subjeet matter of this bill is treating
with the tolls of the Panama Canal, is it not?

Mr. ADAMSON. That is one verse only of a very long bill
containing many important provisions.

The SPEAKER. And the passage of ships through the Pan-
ama Canal?

Mr. ADAMSON. The subjeet of the bill is the operation of
the canal with or without tolls and the sanitation and govern-
ment of the Canal Zone. The tolls make a very small part of
it. One section in the bill deals with the interstate commerce,
to improve the coastwise trade, and this proposes fo change the
whole system, eliminate all of these beneficial things, and in
lieu thereof place upon the officers of the eanal the administra-
tive burdens of determining these guestions.

Mr. MANN. Will the Speaker indulge me for a moment?

The SPEAKER. Certainly; but the Chair first wants to ask
the gentleman from Georgia a question before the gentleman
from Illinois begins. This bill treats of the subject of ships
passing through the Panama Canal and the tolls, and ehanges
somewhat some statutes?

Mr. ADAMSON. That is part of it; yes.

The SPEAKER. Does not the amendment ineluded in the
motion treat of the very same subject?

r. ADAMSON. It deals with that particular subject, but it
changes the whole system.

The SPEAKER. That may be true, but the Chair has noth-
ing to do with that. It might be the intention of the House to
change the whole thing on a motion to recommit. The Chair
can not pass on that.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, the bill first introduced as re-
ported contained section 11 entirely apart in its theory from the
balance of the bill and wholly unrelated to the matter of tolls
in the Panama Canal. The committee reported a substitute
for section 11 in the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, and I made a point of order that the substi-
tute reported by the committee for section 11 was not in order,
beeause it was not germane to the bill and not germane fo
section 11.

The Chairman of the Committee of the Whole, after examin-
ing the substitute and original provision in the bill, overruled
the point of order and held that the substitute was in order.
Now, it is very plain to any gentleman who has examined the
bill, the substitute, and the motion to recommit, that the mo-
tion of the gentleman to recommit is far nearer germane to the
original seetion 11 of the bill than was the substitute held in
order by the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House

on the state of the Union, and I do not deny that his decision |

was correct. So that elearly the motion to recommit now
offered by the gentleman from Louisiana is germane to the pro-
visions in the bill.

Mr. SIMS. Mr, Speaker, T wish to move to substitute for
the motion to recommit the amendment which I send to the
Clerk’s desk. .

The SPEAKER. The way to get at that is to vote down the
motion for the previous guestion.

Mr. BIMS. The motion for the previous question has net
been made.

The SPEAKER. Yes; the gentleman from Louisiana made
a motion for the previous guestion, and then the gentleman
from Georgia made a point of order against the motion te
recommit.

Mr. SIMS. I did not know that the Chair had entertained
ahe motion for the previous question. I hope it will be voted
OWIL

T!le SPEAKER. It is not debatable.

SIMS. I am only expressing a hope. [Lzmghter]

The SPEAKER. The Chair overrules the point of order
made by the gentleman from Georgia. The question is on
ordering the previous question on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr, S1us) there were 149 ayes and 61 noes.

So the previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana to recommit with instructions,

Mr, BROUSSARD. Mr.- Speaker, I demand the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BEALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I request that the
amendment in the motion to recommit be again reported.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I objeect.

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion to recommit be again reported. There
has been so much confusion in the Hall that we have been
unable to hear it.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brarn)
just made that request, and it was objected to.

Mr. SMALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
section 11, as adopted in the Committee of the Whole, to which
the substitute may be offered, may be read, in order that Mem-
bers may understand upon what they are voting.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina asks
unanimous consent to have section 11 read. Is there objec-
tion?

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to aob-
Ject——

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. The Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 63, nays 205,
answered “ present ” 10, not voting 114, as follows:

YEAS—G3,
Ames Graham Lee, Ga. Sweet
Austin Greene, Mass, MecGillienddy Taleott, N. Y.
Bartlett Gregg, Pa. McKinle Taylor, Ala.
Borland Guernsey McLaughlin Taylor, Colo.
Broussard Hamill Macon Thayer
Clayton Hammond Murray Tilgon
Cox, Ohio Hardwick Patten, N. Y. Tribble
Curry Heflin + Peters Tuttle
Davis, W. Va. Hi Pujo Utter
Dent Hi Ransdell, La. Watkins
Dies Humphrey, Wash, Richardson Wedemeyer
Doremus Johnson, %y Roddenbery Whitacre
Dupré Kindred Rethermel White
Estopinal Konop Rucker, Colo. Wickliffe
Fairchild Lafferty Sells Young, Mich.
George Lawrence Smith, J. AL C.
NAYS—205.
Adair Campbell Edwards Gould
Adamson Candler Ellerbe Gray
Akin, N, Y. Cannon Esch Green, lowa
Alexander Cary Evans Gregg, Tex.
Anderson, Minn. Catlin Falson Griest
Ansberry line Farr Hamilton, Mich.
Barchfeld Collier Fergusson Hamilton, W. Va.
Barnhart Connell Ferris Hamlin
Bartholdt Conry Finley Harrls
Beall, Tex, Cooper Fitzgerald Harrison, Miss.
Bell, Ga. Covington Floyd, Ark. Harrison, N. X.
Blackmon Crago Focht Hartman
Boehne Cullo Fornes Hawley
Booher Dalze! Foss Hayden
Bowman Danforth Foster Hayes
Buchanan Daugherty Fowler Heald
Bulkley Davidson French Helgesen
Burke, Pa Davis, Minn. Fuller Henry, Tex.
Burke, Denver Gallagher Hensley
Burleson Dickinson Gardner, Mass. IHobson
| Burnett Difenderfer Garner Houston
Butler Dixon, Ind. Garrett Howard
Byrnes, 8. C. Dodds Godwin, N. C. Hughes, Ga.
Byrns, / Donohoe Good Hu{zhes, N.T
Callaway Drizcoll, M. E. Goodwin. Ark. Hull
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Tumphreys, Miss. Madden
Jackson AL

Jacoway
Kahn

Kent
Kinkead, N. J.
Knowland
Eon!g

opp
Korbly
Lafean
La Follette
Lamb

Langham
Lee, Pa.
Lenroot
Lindbergh
nticen
epage
Lloyd
Lobeck
MeCreary
MeDermott
McKellar
McKenzie
McKinney
McMorran

Dwight
Dfer
Gillett

Aiken, 8. C.
Alney

Allen
Anderson, Ohio
Andrus
Anthony
Ashbrook

Burgess
Burke, 8. Dak.
Calder
Cantrill
Carlin
Carter
g;ark, F]lu.
aypoo
Cople
Cox, Ind.
Cravens
Crumpacker
Curley
Currier

Pray
aguire, Nebr. Prince
Maher Prouty
Mann Rainey
Martin, Colo Raker
Martin, 8. Dak. Rauch
Matthews Rees
Miller Iloberts, Mass,
Mondell Roberts, Nev.
Moon, Tenn. Robinson
Morgan Rodenberg
Morrison Rubey
Morse, Wis, Russell
Moss, Ind. Babath
Needham Simmons
Nealey Sims
Nelson Bisson
Norris Blayden
Nye [ Bloan
oOlafield Small
Padgett Smith, Tex,
Page Speer
Parran Stedman
Payne Steenerson
Pepper Stephens, Cal.
Pou Stephens, Miss.
Powers Stephens, Nebr.
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—10.
Goldfogle Riordan
Longworth Sherley
MeGuire, Okla. Smith, Saml. W.
NOT VOTING—114.
Davenport Kendall
De Forest Kenaeddy
Diickson, Miss, Kinkaid, Nebr.
Doughton Kitchin
Draper Langley
Driscoll, D, A. Legare
Fields Lever
Flood, Va. Levy
Fordney Lewis
Francis Lindsay
Gardner, N. J. Littleton
Glass Loud
Goeke MecCall
Gudger MeCoy
Hanna McHenry
ﬁarﬂy %{alby
augen ays
Ha Moon, Pa.
Helm 1 Moore, Pa.
Henry, Conn. Moare, Tex.
Hinds Mott
Holland Murdock
Howell Olmsted
Howland 0O’'Shaunessy
Hubbard Palmer
Hughes, W. Va. Patton, Pa.
ames Pickett
Johnson, 8. C. Plumley
Jones Porter

So the motion to recommit was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs:
Until further notice:
Mr. CagniN with Mr, CALDER,

Mr, Lrrreerox with Mr. DWIGHT.
Mr. Scurry with Mr. BROWNING.
Mr. GorproGLE with Mr. DE FOREST.
Mr. LecARe with Mr. HueHes of West Virginia,

Mr. Lever with Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey.

Mr. McCoy with Mr. CRUMPACKER,

Mr. RaxperL of Texas with Mr. REYBURN.
Mr. TursBULL with Mr, SwWITZER.

Mr. Parmer with Mr. Patrron of Pennsylvania,
Mr. Hay with Mr. Moon of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Horraxp with Mr. MURDOCK,

Mr. DoucHTOoN with Mr. KENNEDY.

Mr. BraxTLEY with Mr. KENDALL,

Mr. Batarick with Mr, HOWELL,

Mr. -AxpersoN of Ohio with Mr. CoPLEY.

On this vote: :
Mr. ForpNey (against) with Mr. Samuer W. Sumra (to

recommit).

The result of the vote was announce
The SPEAKER. The guestion now is on the passage of the

bill.

Stephens, Tex.
Bterling
Stevens, Minn.
S
ulloway
%ulzer .
aggar
Tamtt. Md.
Taylor, Ohic
Thistlewood
Towner
Underhill
Underwood
Vare
Volstead
Warburton
Willis ;
Wilson, I1L. °
Wilson, N, Y.
‘Wilson, Pa. |
Witherspoon
Wood, N. J,
Young, Kans,
Young, Tex, :

Weeks

Post :
Randell, Tex.
Redfield
Reilly
Reyburn
Rouse
Rucker, Mo. 1
Saunders
Scully
Shackleford
Sharp .
Sheppard
Bherwood
Slem

Smith, Cal.
Smith, N. Y.
Sparkman
Stack
Stanley
Switzer
Thomas
Townsend
Turnbull
Vreeland
Webb
Wiider
Woods, Iowa

ci as above recorded.

The question was taken, and the bill- was passed.

On motion of Mr. Apamsox, a motion to reconsider the vote

by which the bill was passed was laid on the table.
VIOLATION OF CERTAIN RULES. =

The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to call the attention of
Members to two or three rules that are constantly violated,
thoughtlessly, no doubt, but the violation of them works abso-
The Chair does this now when nobody is doing
the particular thing that Members complain of.

Some of the Members are in the habit of crowding about the
_desk when a roll is being called. That is absolutely forbidden

lute confusion.

by the rules, We got into a considerable row at the beginning
of the Sixty-first Congress about that very same thing.

There is a rule against smoking in the House. That ought
to be enforced. [Applause.]

Further, the proper method of procedure when a gentleman
has the floor and another gentleman desires to interrupt him is
for that other gentleman to first address the Chair. Of course,
the Chair cares nothing about that, except that that is the way
to preserve order and keep down quarrels and fusses in the
House. [Applause.]

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

: By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as fol-
OWS !
To Mr. Logecxk, for 2 days, on account of important business.
To Mr. Brown, for 3 days, on account of sickness in family.

To Mr. Gray, for 10 days, on account of important private
business,

WASHINGTON IMPROVEMENT & DEVELOPMENT CO., STATE OF WASH-
INGTON. v

The SPEAKER laid before the House joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 142) to declare and make cerfain the authority of the At-
torney General to begin and maintain and of any court of
competent jurisdiction to entertain and decide a suit or suits for
the purpose of having judicially declared a forfeiture of the
rights granted by the act entitled “An act granting to the
Washington Improvement & Development Co. a right of way
through the Colville Indian Reservation, in the State of Wash-
ington,” approved June 4, 1808, with Senate amendments
thereto. .

The Senate amendments were read.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to concur in the
Senate amendments with an amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have read.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas moves to
concur in the Senate amendment with an amendment, which the
Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Each of said companies, as a condition precedent to ap&rovnl of its
right of wag hereunder, shall pay such ccm(!:ensntlon for the taking or
damaging of land and improvements of Indlan allottees as the Secre-
tary of the Interior shall find to be justly due from and hitherto
unpaid by such company; and each of said rights of way is hereby
expressly declared to subject to the condition that so much thereof as
ghall not have been oceupied by a completed rallway at the expiration
of five years from and after the date of the approval thereof under
this act by the Secretary of the Interior shall ipso facto revert to the
United States without any act of reentry or judicial or legislative
declaration of forfeiture.

The SPEAKER. The gquestion is on concurring in the Senate
amendments with the amendment of the gentleman from
Arkansas.

The question was taken, and the Senate amendments, with
the amendment of the gentleman from Arkansas, were agreed to.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to put in the RECORD
a letter from the Department of Justice and one from the
Secretary of the Interior to me in relation to this matter.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas asks unan-
imous consent to extend his remarks in the Rrcorp in the
manner indicated. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

The letters are as follows:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, D. C., May 15, 1912,
Hon. JoserH T. ROBINSON,

Chairman Commitiee on the Public Lands,
House of Representatives.

Sik : Acknowledging your letter of the 13th instant, and responding
to your request for a report concerning Senate substitute for H. J. Res.
142 (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, pp. 6533 and 6534), I have to say that the
legislation in its A?resent form appears to be subject to the objection that
it does not provide adequately for the protection of the Indian allottees,
and makes no provision, in the interest of the public and the Indians,
for the resumption of the rights of way in default of due diligence
by the grantees in the construction of their respective rallroads.

These objections, I think, would be removed by the addition of the
following :

“ Eaci of said companles, as a condition precedent to approval of its
right of way hereunder, shall pay such compensation for the taking or
damaging of land and im?mvements of Indian allottees as the Secre-
tary of the Interior shall find to be justl}; due from and hitherto unpaid
by such company; and cach of said rights of way Is hereby expressl
declared to be subject to the condition that so much thereof as sha
not have been occupled by a completed railway at the explration of five
years from and after the date of the approval thereof under this act
by the Secretary of the Interior shall igso facto revert to the United
States withont any act of reentry or judicial or legislative declaration
of forfelture.”

As originally introduced the object of the resolution was solely to
remove any doubt as to the authority of the Attorne{l General to
maintain certain proceedings In Washington brought for the purpose of
obtalning a judicial declaration of forfeiture of the grant made to the
Washing%nn Improvement & Development Co. As metamorphosed by
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the legislative %rwess the measure now presents a subject of peculiar
interest to the Department of the Interior but with which this depart-
ment has Iittle or no concern. The foregoing suggestions are therefore
made sluhfect, and in subordination, to such views as the Secretary of
the Ihhtﬂ- or may see fit to express to your committee regarding the
resolution. -

The opening sentence of the resolution is not all that could be de-
Elred in the matter of form, but suffices, 1 think, to express without
obscurity the sense intended to be conveyed.

Respectfully (for the Attorney General),
ErNEST EKXAEBEL,
Asgistant Attorney General.
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, May 16, 1912,
Hon. Jos. T. Ropixsox,

Chaoirman Committee on Public Lands, House of Representatives.

Sin. 1 have this day received letter from Mr. Ernest Knaebel, As-
sistant Attorm General, Department of Justice, enclosing me a copy of
his report furnished you, dated to-day, concerning Senate substitute for
sistant Attorney General, Department of Justice, inclosing me a ¢ of
House resolution 142 (COXGRESSIONAL RECORD, ﬁ)p. and ¥
anthorizing and directing the Great Northern Rallway Co. and the
Spokane & British Columbia Railway Co. in the matter of thelr con-

cting claims of rights of way across the Colville Indian Reservation,
in the State of Washington, in the S8an Poil Valley, and after careful
consideration of the matter I approve of and earnestly recommend the
jll.:nﬂgt:-1'.u*.htn:a| {5 the amendments, suggested in his sald letter, to the pend-

resolution.
Very respectfully, BAMUEL ADAMS,
i ,_ First Assistant Secretary.
PENBIONS.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
call np House bill 20586, and to concur in the amendments.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. R. 20586. An act ?rauting pensions and increase of pensions to
certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and certaln widows and
dependent children of soldiers and sailors of said war.

The Senate amendments were read.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Speaker, there is one item in the bill
where the beneficiary, Ada Mercer, has died and I would like
to strike it out, but I do not know what page it is on.

Mr. RODDENBERY. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary ingniry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. RODDENBERY. Is this a motion or a reguest for
unanimous consent?

The SPEAKER. It takes unanimous consent——

Mr. RODDENBERY. I desire to reserve the right to object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri will hunt up

that matter. s

. Mr. RUSSELL. Just let it go, as it will have to go back
to the Senate if it is amended. The pension can not be paid,
for the party has died. I ask to concur in the amendments,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman moves to coneur in the
Senate amendments. Has this bill been referred to the com-
mittee?

Mr. RUSSELL. It has been referred.

] The SPEAKER. It takes unanimous consent. Is there ob-
ection?

Mr. RODDENBERY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, I would like to inquire of the gentleman from Missouri
why he desires to take the bill up at this time?

Mr. RUSSELL. Just to get through with it and get rid of it.
The House Pensions Cemmittee has agreed to concur in the
amendment, and asked me to fry to get it passed.

Mr. RODDENBERY. Mr. Speaker, I shall object for the
present.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgla objects.

NAVAL AFPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
~ the Union for ithe consideration of the bill H. R. 24565, the
_ naval appropriation bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee moves that
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the consideration of the naval
appropriation bill.

Mr. PADGETT. And pending that I ask unanimous consent
that the time for general debate may be controlled by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Foss] and myself, one-half to each.

The SPEAKER. And pending the motion the gentleman
asks unanimous consent that the time for general debate be
controlled one-half by himself and one-half by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Foss]. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none.

The motion was agreed to,

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill H. R. 24565, the naval appropriation bill, with
Mr. Hows in the chair, '

Mr. HULL assumed the chair amid applause.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
Honse on the state of the Union for the consideration of the
bill H. R. 24565, the naval appropriation bill, and the Clerk
will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 24565) making appropriations for the naval service
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1913, and for other purposes.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the further reading cof the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none,

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, T shall consume very little
time in an explanation of this bill, as I think it unnecessary.
The bill has been upon the calendar for several days, and the
commiitee accompanied the bill with a report explaining fully
and in detail the several provisions of the bill. I am in hearty
sympathy and accord with the sentiment which I feel prevails
largely in the body, that the supply bills should be expedited
and gotten threugh the House and pass the Senate in order that
legislation relating to supply bills may be gotten out of the
way in order to expedite the general business and the final
adjournment of the Congress. [Applause.] With that in view,
I shall occupy but a few minutes’ time. The bill carries an
appropriation of $118,819,837.76, being $7,658,500.48 less than
the appropriation bill as it became a law in the last Congress.
[Applause.] The total estimates, regular and supplemental,
and as contained in the hearings of the Secretary of the Navy,
made the total estimates submitted to the commiittee $134-
415,027.76, and, after mature consideration, the committee, as
they have reported the bill, reduced the estimates $15.,595.190.
It will be noted that the amount recommmended in the bill for
the Naval Establishment, exclusive of the increase of the Navy,
carries $112,872,137.76, as against an appropriation of the last
Congress for the same purpose of $110,322,581.24, making the
appropriation this year for that portion of the bill $2,569,556.52
greater. But I desire to call the attention of the committee
to the fact that the Committee on Naval Affairs have included
some new items in the bill which they thought very essential
to have and very much needed, and which would be of great
benefit not only to the Naval Service but to the country. They
have reported 4,000 additional enlisted men, at an increased
cost of $2,446,688.60; 400 marines, at a cost of $171,640; 13

| Marine officers, at a cost of $22,630; enlarging the dry deck at
| Pearl Harbor, Hawaiian Islands, $650,000; a world-wide wire-

less-telegraph system, limiting the cost to $1,000,000 and car-
rying an appropriation in this bill for the first year's work,
$400,000; to reimbuse enlisted men on U. 8. 8. Georgia, $4,300.
This money was stolen by an assistant pay clerk, and we carry
an appropriation to reimburse them. Ammunition for the new
ships, we have added an additional $1,000,000 to this appro-
priation; modernizing the turrets, putting in a new system of
hoisting apparatus for the ammunition for the ships, $250,000;
modernizing projectiles, making the old projectiles equivalent
to new ones and up to date, $300,000; battleship- compasses,
a gyroscopic compass, which is entirely mew, $120,000; making
a total for these new items of $5365,188.10. Deducting the
increase and crediting the bill with these new items in order
to have a fair comparison with the appropriations of last year,
it will show a rednetion in the present bill of $2,795.632.08 in
the Naval Establishment, exclusive of the increase of the Navy.
These are the principal items.

There are some mafters of legislation that the committee
thought were proper and necessary. They are inserted in the
bill in italics, and I think it would answer all purposes when
they come up for consideration that the committee should
make such explanation as may be needed. Unless some one
desires to ask me some questions, 1 shall yield the floor to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Foss].

Mr. TRIBBLE. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. PADGETT. Certainly. _

Mr. TRIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, in the estimate the gentleman
has presented in his statement of $118,000,000, that does not
inelude any battleships?

Mr. PADGETT. No, sir; there are no battleships provided
for in the bill,

Mr. TRIBBLE. I understand that. In the estimate that
you gave the House a few minutes ago of what the Hounse ap-
propriated last year, how many battleships were included?

Mr. PADGETT. None whatever. I =aid exclusive of the
increase of the Navy, so that the comparisons were exactly on
a parity, and then I mentioned the new items which this com-
mittee has included which were not in the bill of last year. The
total appropriation of the bill of last year was $126,405,509.24.
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Mr. TRIBBLE. And that included no battleships?

Mr, PADGETT. That included battleships,

‘Mr. TRIBBLE. Your bill does not include any battleships?

Mr. PADGETT. No.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Now, as a matter of truth, then, the ex-
penditures of the Navy, according to this bill, have not been
reduced?

Mr. PADGETT. I stated they were increased, exclusive of
the building program; that they were increased $2,569,556.52;
but I stated that of that amount $£5365,188.60 was for new
items and an increase of the enlisted force.

Mr. TRIBBLE. I understoed that thoroughly; but I do un-
derstand, furthermore, that you are giving this Congress an
increase over the bill of last year, without regard to the battle-
ships.

Mr. PADGETT. In certain items; yes, sir.

Mr. TRIBBLE. You are giving the Congress an increase in
the appropriation, and yet you give no battleships?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes; for the service, exclusive of the in-
crease of the Navy, but in the total bill a reduction of more
than $7,000,000.

Mr. TRIBBLE. You increase the land appropriations. You
increase all the appropriations that are land, and when you
consider the sea you do not give any appropriation for fighting
ghips. Where is the fighting done, on the land or on the sea?

Mr, PADGETT, The biggest item of increase we are giv-

g_.__

Mr. TRIBBLE. The gentleman does not answer my ques-
tion. Is the fighting on the land or on the sea?

Mr. PADGETT. The Navy fights on the sea.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Is the purpose to increase the capacity of
the Navy to fight on the land or on the sea?

Mr. PADGETT. We are increasing it here to fight on the sea,
because we are providing for 4,000 additional men.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Where are you proposing for them to fight—
on the land or on the sea?

Mr, PADGETT. On the sea. The enlisted men naturally
belong to the ships.

Mr. TRIBBLE. I want you to explain to this House how you
propose to increase the efficiency of the Navy by increasing the
land force and cutting off everything on the sea.

Mr. PADGETT. We have not proposed that. I propose to
increase it by enlisting 4,000 men for the Navy and 400 marines,
every one of whom will be fighting men on the sea.

Mr. TRIBBLE. What necessity for all of this increase on the
land, there being no increase of ships for sea service?

Mr. PADGETT. We have many ships. We are 20,000 men
short now in the ships we have authorized and are under con-
struction and built.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Permit me to say I am not favoring battle-
ships at this time. You say you have not men enough and haxe
not officers enough? I insist we have enough and more than

enough. What do you say?
Mr. PADGETT. No, sir; we are short both in officers and in
men.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Have you not got to take officers out of the
Navy, becaunse you have not room for them, and place them on
the retired list?

Mr. PADGETT. According to the statement of Capt. Usher,
last year, I believe it was, we were 30,000 men short, but by
eliminating 97 of the small vessels from the Navy Register and
bringing it down to date we are 19,500 men short. And we are
proposing to increase the enlisted force by 4,000 in order to
provide for the six monster battleships that are now under con-
struction, so that when they are commissioned we will have
some men with which to man them.

Mr, TALBOTT of Maryland. And they will fight on the sea.

Mr. TRIBBLE. I will ask you if it is not a fact that you are
asking this House to increase the official force of the Navy,
and at the same time you are providing year by year to elimi-
nate men and eliminate officers who are capable of fighting,
who are competent to fight, and whose age does not prevent
them from staying on the active list?

Mr. PADGETT. There is no provision whatever in this bill
for eliminating anybody. There is nothing about the retire-
ment except the provision with reference to the modifications
of sections 8 and 9 of the personnel bill of 1899 under which
officers retiring, either by selection or by voluntary retirement,
would be promoted into the next higher grade and retired. This
bill contains a provision that they shall retire in the grade in
which they served and not in the promoted grade.

Mr. TRIBBLHE., That is true; but you have a provision here
giving more officers.

Mr. PADGETT. Thirteen; yes, sir.

Mr, TRIBBLE. Thirteen more officers?

Mr. PADGETT. Marine officers.

Mr. TRIBBLE. How many officers are eliminated by the laws
which you have on the statute books, every year?

Mr. PADGETT. I do not know the number,

Mr. TRIBBLE. Well, 30, 40, 50, or 1007

Mr. PADGETT. I do not know. I have not looked over the
list as to the number.

Mr, TRIBBLE. There are a number, are there not?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Mr. TRIBBLE. And what efforts are being made to keep on
the active list in actual service those officers that are compe-
tent but are being retired frequently?

Mr. PADGETT. None whatever, because the law provides
they shall retire at the age of 62—

Mr. TRIBBLE. I have reference to men younger than that.

Mr. PADGETT (continuing). And that has been the law
for generations.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Generations? Is the commitiee responsible
for what the Republican Party has done for generations pre
vious? Are we not responsible for what we do and not for
other people?

Mr. PADGETT. I do not think the question of the Repub-
lican Party or the Democratic Party has anything to do wit=
the Navy. It is a nonpartisan and a nonpolitical question.
[Applause.]

Mr. TRIBBLE. I agree with the gentleman that it ought
to be.

Mr. PADGETT. It is. [Applause.]

Mr. SLOAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee yield
to the gentleman from Nebraska?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Mr. SLOAN. I noted the gentleman's comparison between
the appropriation which he submits and the bill of two yeart
ago.

Mr. PADGETT. One year ago.

Mr. SLOAN. Has the gentleman a comparison with the
similar bill at the same stage of the proceedings one year ago?

Mr. PADGETT. No; I compared it only with the bill as it
became a law.

Mr. SLOAN. After it had passed this House, and then
passed the Senate with such additions as the Senate saw fit te
attach?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes

Mr. SLOAN. But the gentleman has not a comparison of the
amount submitted now with the amount of the bill that wap
passed by the House one year ago?

Mr. PADGETT. No; I have not. I have not looked that up
It was something like $125,000,000. I do not remember thy
exact amount, however,

Mr. AUSTIN. DMr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman a
question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentlemnn from Tennessee yield
to his colleague?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes

Mr. AUSTIN. Can the gentleman give us the type of vessels
enumerated, covering the new expenditures which the gentleman
has mentioned?

Mr. PADGETT. We provided for two fuel ships, six torpedo-
boat destroyers, and four submarines, at an estimated cost of
$12,718,440, and then we provide also for the conversion of one
of the colliers, the Prometheus, as named in the bill, into a re-
pair ship at a cost of $350,000.

Mr. AUSTIN. Now, is it the opinion of the committee that
the ships that the gentleman has just enumerated would be of
more service to the country than an additional battleship?

Mr. PADGETT. Well, sir, I will say that not only the com-
mittee, but also the department thinks that we are very much
in need of these auxiliary vessels. The department lays its
emphasis npon battleships. The committee did not follow it in
that matter for reasons that I suppose the gentleman is well
aware of.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle-
man a auestion.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Mr. HOWARD. It is in connection with the question pro-
pounded by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. TrigeLe]. I no-
tice a provision carrying an additional 400 men for the Marine
Corps.

Mr. PADGETT. Yes, sir.

Mr. HOWARD. Now, the mmision for earrying 13 officers
necessarily follows if these men are added to the Marine
Corps?
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Mr. PADGETT. Yes. Mr. ROBERTS of Massachuseits. A reason, but pot a satis-
Mr, HOWARD. And that is the reason why these officers are | factory one.

asked for? Mr, MADDEN. The unanimity of the committee was largely
Mr. PADGETT. Exactly so. due to the Democratic caucus instructing the Democrats of the
Mr. HOWARD. One other question I would like to ask the | committee not to vote for a battleship, was it not?

gentleman now, because I would like to get the information.
There is a provision in this bill to retire officers in the grade
in which they come up for retirement. I understand the prac-
tice heretofore in the Navy has been that when an officer came
up for retirement he was advanced one grade higher and then
came in for three-fourths pay?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes; that is the law of 1899,

Mr. HOWARD. As a matter of fact these officers have prac-
tically nothing to do with their retirement, especially in the
Navy. They are plucked by a plucking board, as I under-
stand it.

Mr. PADGETT. That is hardly an accurate statement. Un-
der the law they retire when they reach the age of 62 years.
Then some few are plucked and others voluntarily retire, 3

Mr. HOWARD. After 30 years’' service?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Mr. HOWARD. What does the gentleman think about the
fairness of that proposition to those officers who are involun-
tarily retired, who have been plucked? They are probably as
good officers as many others in the service. Does the gentleman
think that is a fair proposition—to retire those officers in that
grade without giving them this advanced rank?

Mr. PADGETT. The theory of the involuntary retirement is
that there must be retirement if there is to be any promotion.

Mr. HOWARD. That is to help the * healthy ™ flow in pro-
motion? That is what they term it?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes. There must be promotion if you ex-
pect any young man fo enter the Navy and devote his life work
and service to the Navy. He must have some door of oppor-
tunity, and in order that there may be a door of opportunity
to him there must be a flow of promotion, as in any business.

Mr. HOWARD. I agree with the chairman of the committee
on that proposition.

Mr. PADGETT. Now, then, in order to make that promo-
tion it has been found that the death rate is not suflicient to
afford adequate promotion. Therefore the law provides that
those who wish to retire may, under certain conditions, volun-
tarily retire, but if the number of deaths and the number of
applications for voluntary retirement do not reach the number
necessary to make this promotion, the law authorizes what is
called, in common parlance, the plucking board to select, and the
theory of that is that they should select those least efficient;
not that they are inefficient, but that they are less efiicient than
some one else.

Now, as to whether or not in the administration of human
agencies mistakes may not be made, that is a matter not the
fault of the law but the fault of human nature. I am not
here to argue or to say one way or the other as to whether
there is or is not favoritism and whether there are not mis-
takes made, but the theory of the law is that they shall select
the least eflicient in the grades in order to make this promotion,

Mr. HOWARD. But, as I understand it now, Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman will permit——

Mr. PADGETT. Yes——

Mr. HOWARD. Under the present rule and under the pres-
ent law there are two beneficiaries: The man who retires re-
celves the benefit, in that he iz advanced a grade at the time
of retirement, and the other beneficiary is a class of younger
officers of the Navy who have to resort to this method in order
to get promotion.

Mr. TALBOTT of Maryland. No; the young officers do not
resort to it.

Mr. HOWARD. Of course they do not resort to it, but the
department resorts to it to give these young officers promotions.

Mr. PADGETT. It is the method provided by law for promo-
tion.

Mr. HOWARD. That is all.

Mr. McKENZIE. Before the chairman takes his seat I wish
he would make a stotement giving us the reason why the com-
mittee changed the policy that has been in force for a number
of years requiring the construction of one or two battleships
each year. I would like to have him state to us the reason for
not-continuing that policy, whether, in the judgment of the com-
mittee, they felt that the Navy is now strong enough and that
we did not need any more battleships, or whatever the reason
might be that caused them to take this action.

Mr. PADGETT. The commiftee did not discuss the question
of battleships. A mofion was made and voted down. There
was no discussion as to why it was done. I suppose the gentle-
man knows that there was a satisfactory reason.

Mr. PADGETT. The gentleman from Illinois ean form his
own conclusion on that matter; it was not discussed in com-
mittee.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., PADGETT. I will

Mr. TRIBBLE. The gentleman stated that an inducement
must be given to the young officers in order to get them and
keep them there; that is, to eliminate the old officers and make
places for the younger ones.

Mr. PADGETT. Yes; and in the general policy there must
be an age limit fixed after which it is not proper that a man
should be kept in the service. Of course there may be indi-
vidual cases where a man at 65 would be amply competent
physically and mentally, and there might be others at 5 or
55 where a man would be less efficient than the man at €5, but
the law fixes the general average at 62 and adopted that as a
policy, and that has been in force for many years.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Iet us leave the age limit and come back
to the first proposition—that to which I am trying to hold
the gentleman. Was it not testified before the Naval Affairs
Committee by Capt. Smith that a man could be plucked after 12
years' service?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes; but they are not.

Mr. TRIBBLE. They are all along the line, are they not,
at all ages? 3

Mr. PADGETT. Under the regulations they have to have 30
years' service for voluntary retirement.

Mr. TRIBBLE. I know that is true in case of voluntary
retirement, but I am speaking of the plucking board.

Mr. PADGETT. The number selected by the plucking board
is usually small in proportion to the total number of retire-
ments.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Let us see about that question a little.
Every boy who goes through the Naval Academy costs this
Government $18,000. Is not that true? Eighteen thousand
dollars is the expense of a boy at the Naval Academy who
graduates.

Mr. PADGETT. That has been stated in a number of ways.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Is it not a fact that there are thousands
upon thousands of boys who would like to go to the Naval
Academy? There is no trouble about a man going there and
going through if he can get in.

Mr. PADGETT. There are a great many that want to go
there: there is always a small per cent that pass the examina-
tion—I think 87 to 45 per cent pass examination successfully.
Then after they enter I think there is about 60 per cent
graduate.

Mr. TRIBBLE. They are there, and you have put into a
man that is there $18,000, and then you pay him a good salary
from the day he leaves there until the day you decide to pluck
him. He is a good, capable man, no charge against him, age
45, as an illustration. Will you give us any reason for taking
this man out of the service, except that you want to make a
place for somebody else who wants to be promoted?

Mr. PADGETT. That is all.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Now, is there any business concern in this
country, any bank, any manufacturing concern, any enterprise,
that would eliminate a good, capable man on large retired
salary for the purpose of making a place for someone else
who simply wanted to be promoted?

Mr. PADGETT. 'The comparisons between a bank and the
Navy are so diverse and different that it will be impcssible to
make a fair and just comparison. As I stated a moment ago,
if you get young men to enter the Navy, if you expect desirable
young men to enter the Navy, they must have an opportunity
to do something, to accomplish something, and to have some-
what of a eareer. If you arrange it so that a man who enters
the Navy, a bright boy, an intelligent boy, an energetic and
desirable boy, if he is to remain an ensign all his life he will
not go into it. If he could not have the prospect of promo-
tion and have a career and accomplish something, you might
as well give up the Navy.

Mr. TRIBBLE., The testimony was before the committee,
and does not the gentleman admit it to be the fact, that there
are many officers in the Navy capable and ready to fill all
official positions and many more without providing for new
enlistments at the expense of the people?

Mr. PADGETT. But what if they can not get the higher
position?

Mr. TRIBBLE. They are not quitting, are they?
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- Mr. PADGETT. There is an open door and a prospect for
promotion.

Mr. TRIBBLE. You have got more than you can use?

- Mr. PADGETT. No; we are short in the Navy.

Mr, TRIBBLE. Why are you short?

Mr. PADGETT. Because we have not authorized the num-
ber necessary to man the complement of ships which we have.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Have you not a great many officers in the
Navy, thousands of them?

Mr. PADGETT. No; we have about 1,800, and that would
hardly come within the class designated by thousands.

Mr, TRIBBLE. If you are short, why eliminate good men;
why take out good men and put them out into active life and
pay them out of the Treasury of the United States—retired
officers, living on the bounty of the Government—doing nothing?

Mr. PADGETT. Because it is a part of the general policy
to effect promotion, to afford the bright young men inducement
to enter the Navy. If they did not have that opportunity you
would have no Navy.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I will yield the floor to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Foss].

Mr. FOSS. Mr, Chairman, I expected to submit a few re-
marks on this bill at this stage of the proceeding, but I shall
defer them in order to accommodate my friend from Missouri
[Mr. BarTHOLDT], Who is obliged to leave the city. I will yield
to him 30 minutes.

My, BARTHOLDT. Mr. Chairman, this year the battleship
qustion finds me in a state of mind bordering on equanimity, if
not indifference. The reason is, probably, that everyone knows
in advance what its final disposition will be. The majority in
the Flouse will uphold the action of the Democratic caucus by
refusing new aunthorizations, the Senate will insist on at least
one uew battleship, and the House will finally yield to a pro-
gram, S0 wisely limited, in order to keep the Navy at its
present efficiency.

Now, if my friends on the other side were actuated by a
higher motive than that of mere economy I counld probably get
up some enthusiasm. If they had said the United States is in
the best possible position to set the world an example by call-
ing a halt to the mad rivalry for excessive armaments, I would
be tempted to take my hat off to them, but as it seems to be a
question not of principle but of parsimony with them, a desire
merely of making a showing, at the end of the session, of sur-
plus cash rather than investments in behalf of the Government,
I can not help but feel more or less unconcerned, although I
mugt say that the action of the Democratic caucus has served
one good purpose, it has saved us from the annual Japanese
war scare. But, Mr. Chairman, there is another and more cogent
reason why the friends of peace and arbitration view the gues-
tion of naval armaments with less concern now than they did
even a few years ago. They have seen the light break in.
An antidote has been found for the folly of the nations, and it
may now safely be predicted that it is only a question of a
short time when, through the force of public sentiment, arbitra-
tion will take the place of war in the settlement of international
differences and when the nations will mareh, figuratively speak-
ing, from abandoned battle fields to the temple of justice, there
calmly to await the verdict of impartial judges in every case
which threatens to disturb their peace. While it is troe that
Governments can not be persuaded to discard their implements
of war so long as they actually need them for purposes of de-
fense and national security, it is just as certain that no nation
would maintain them much beyond the period when their abso-
lute uselessness, except for police purposes, has been demon-
strated. Hence, I hold that the question of armaments will
solve itself. Its proper solution will be the natural sequence
of the perfection of the legal machinery for the administration
of international justice

It is this question which I desire to discuss to-day. If above
premises are correct, then it becomes the patriotic duty of
every good citizen by his vote and influence to hasten the day
when in the intercourse of the nations judicial decisions will
be recognized as the proper substitute for the arbitrament of
the sword, proper because more humane, more civilized, and in-
finitely more economical.

Fortunately we are no longer in doubt as to how this great
purpose can be accomplished. The consensus of opinion of the
world's best thinkers is fixed upon three postulates, namely,
gencral arbitration treaties, a high court of nations, and a code
of international law to be sanctioned by all the national legis-
lative bodies and enforced by the combined police powers of the
world.

Thanks to the two Hague conferences, this plan is no longer
a dream of visionaries or a vision of dreamers, nor is it the
half-baked scheme of progressives who are overestimating the

speed of rational advance. It is much more than that. It has
become the concrete project upon which the Government of the
whole world have concentrated their official minds ever since a
President of the United States has had the eourage and the
foresight to propose the settlement by arbitration of all
justiciable questions. [Applause.]

Before I discuss President Taft's arbitration policy let me
show you how far the plan of a high court of nations has pro-
gressed.  Suoch a court has been a reality ever since 1809, when
the first Iagne conference created it in the shape of a panel
from which a court was fo be ovganized In each given ecuse.
While this court has officiated in a number of Important cases
to the full satisfaction, of the world's opinion, yet there was a
general demand for a fribunal with real judicial powers, rnd
this led to the unanimous declarution by the second Hague
conference in favor of a court of arbitral justice. All the sig-
natory powers represented at that conference assented to its
immediate establishment, and only the guestion of the appoint-
ment, or, rather, the distribution, of the judges caused disagree-
ment and has been the stumblingblock up to the present time
in the way of its actual creation. There is no question, however,
that the next conference of the powers, which will meet in
Holland's capital in 1915, will remove this obstacle and erown
its labors with what, in my judgment, will be the most glorious
achievement of modern times. A code of international law to
apply to the cases which may be brought before the court the
same as an agreement as to the executive power to euforce, if
need be, the decrees of such a world tribunal will follow its
establishment just as surely as the lex seripta and the sheriffs
became the creatures of domestic courts. It is needless to say
that every arbitration treaty negotiated between two or more
governments will form an integral part of the international

" code.

After this brief review of past achievements and aspirations
for the future, let me discuss the most important event in the
history of the modern peace movemsar, namely, President Taft's
proposition to arbitrate all justiciable guestions. I need not
recount how this progressive plan electrified the world and how,
through it, the United States suddenly assumed leadership in
fact, and not in name only, in the great movement for interna-
tional justice. The first to criticize was Theodore Rooseveit,
and it is my purpose to answer, on behalf of the supporiers of
the arbitration treaties, the objections he raised against the
President’'s great conception. I shall do so, of course, with
entire disregard of the present political sitnation.

The former President insists that questions of honor and vital
interest should always be excepted from the scope of arbitra-
tion treaties, because not to do that is to waive at the outset
a possible arbitrament by the sword—would be hypocrisy and
cowardice. No self-respecting nation, he says, would resort to
arbitration when its honor is at stake, and, besides, such an
agreement could not be enforced when a nation believes it has
real cause for war.

This sounds good, and the unthinking, no doubt, will applaud
the argument. But if it were to prevail, the world would forever
be where it is to-day. Here Mr. Roosevelt is plainly the stand-
patter or reactionary, while the President is the progressive.
The fact is that hypocrisy and cowardice are the characteristics
of the present system rather than of the newly proposed. Under
our present feeble treaties every controversy can easily be nuig-
nified to the proportions of a question of honor or vital interest;
hence these old treaties making such exemptions are not worth
the paper they are written upon, and therefore it was havdly
compatible with upright and honorable conduct for natiouns to
pretend favoring arbitration when in fact they knew they conld
open the door to war at any time they saw fit to do so.

In comparison with this hypocritical system which Mr. Roose-
velt upholds, President Taft's proposal is the very embodiment
of honesty. It presupposes honorable conduct on the part of
nations, and is based on the rightful assumption that no nation
conducting itself honorably need ever fear the verdict of an
impartial tribunal. It is this consideration which prompted
the President to say that questions of honor are really the
easiest to arbitrate. The time is happily past when one civilized
nation will wantonly insult another, and it is also troe that in
this time and day monarchical rulers can no longer use an
alleged insult as a subterfuge to arouse, by appeals to the na-
tional honor, the furor of the people. A more frequent inter-
ecourse and more rapid communication between the people of
different nations, and the growth of popular education and of a
better understanding among them have become the reliable
safeguards against such fricks. We must also remember that
the great nations, in spite of their armaments, are no longer
independent and hostile military camps frowning upon each
other as implacable enemies, but they have gradually come to
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regard each other as interdependent parts of the great family
of nations ready and willing to investigate, before cutting
throats, whether an insult is real or fancied, or whether it was
offered Intentionally or not. And we know that war is always
as good as prevented when consent is once obtained for an in-
vestigation.

Mr. Roosgevelt justifies war from the feelings of an individual
saying in so many words that nations should act just as a man
would when Lis wife Is assailed and has her face slapped.
“Such an individual,” he says, “who went to law instead of
forthwith punishing the offender would be regarded with de-
rision.” This case belongs clearly in the category of self-
defense, and no friend of peace has ever denied this to a nation.
Defense presupposes an attack, but we must be sure that there
is an attack before we are allowed to take the law in our own
hands. If domestic law permits no exception to that rule,
except in case of a physical attack, why ghould an exception be
permitted in international law merely to continue the bloody
business of war? We know full well that many cases of law
violation occur because human passion is often stronger than
respect for law, but surely this is no reason why there should
be no law against certain offenses, nor is it a reason why
exceptions should be recognized in international law framed,
as it is, to safeguard the peace. To leave it to individual judg-
ment when to resort to law or to force will lead to anarchy
Jjust as surely as it will lead to war if we leave such discretion
to governments and nations. The prohibition of violence is the
universal ruole of law. The breaking of that rule, no matter
how justifiable, is the breaking of law, and President Taft
simply aims to apply this principle to international relations.
The doectrine preached by Mr. Roosevelt of permitting excep-
tions would lead to the same intolerable conditions in domestic
affairs as now exist in foreign relations, namely, that the arbi-
trary will of the individual can menace the peace of society.
As the ruler can declare war at will on the plea of an injury to
honor or vital interests, so could the individual citizen justify
acts of violence because of want or hunger or misery or of
personal insult. President Taft's proposition, therefore, to
make the law of nations conform to domestic law is a step in
advance from dangerous conditions of anarchy to a higher
plane of international law and order.

Moreover, a resort to violence is the poorest possible way to
resent an insult. War never settles a question of right or wrong;
it only determines which side is the strongest, and might is not
right. Therefore a trial by battle would be wrong even if all
nations were equally strong. But how would it be if a weak
nation would be insulted by a big and powerful one? Suppose
Great Britain would offer an insult to little Holland, and to
save their honor the Dutch people would decide to fight. What
would be the result? We should see injury added to insult, and
an unequal war between the two would most likely result in the
complete annihilation of Holland. Would we be justified with
charging the Dutch with cowardice when they prefer judicial
decisions to a war which would inevitably wipe them from the
map? The fact is they are just as brave as we are, but that
does not carry with it the obligation to commit national suicide.
Still less justifiable is the reproach of cowardice when a great
and powerful country like the United States at a time of pro-
found peace proposes to other great countries that all their
future controversies shall be settied by arbitration. Such a
proposition, on the contrary, seems the very acme of dignity,
honor, and manhood, and every Government which values jus-
tice and is willing to forego illegitimate gain by force will so
regard it

Mr. Roosevelt cites the hypothetieal case of an English or
German or Japanese fleet “ firing into our coast towns and kill-
ing and wounding citizens,” and says, in such an event, “ this
Nation would immediately demand not arbitration, but either
atonement or war ”; but surely this is no argument against arbi-
tration. In fact, our Government proposes arbitration to pre-
vent just such contingencies. When a hostile fleet once bombards
our coast towns, then the stage of arbitration is passed, and
such bombardment would simply be a declaration of war as an
evidence that arbitration has failed. But you notice that here
again the ex-President cites a case calling for legitimate self-
defense which has no application whatsoever to President Taft's
plan. No nation will forfeit, by arrangements to settle its
confroversies peacefully, its inherent right of self-defense.

The importance of President Taft's initiative may not as yet
be fully appreciated by the people. It will not come home to
them until, as a result of such a policy, hundreds of millions
will be annually saved to the taxpayers. All thinking men and
women regard it even to-day as one of the greatest world re-
forms ever undertaken, and no one doubts its entire practi-
cability. We may thoughtlessly repeat the phrase, * There must

]

R

always be war,” but I sincerely believe Taft's arbitration policy
to be the beginning of its end, and we should all be happy to
have lived to see the day of this great beginning through the
initiative of an American President. Neither the Senate, which
mutilated the arbitration treaties, nor Mr. Roosevelt, who has
opposed them from the beginning, will be able to halt the
triumphant progress of evolution. It is the manifest destiny of
human eivilization to found the world’s peace on the rock of law
and render it secure against the passion of the masses as well
as against the arbitrary will of rulers. To popularize this great
purpose through the sheer force of its own merit and to fructify
it as a fixed policy of government I earnestly believe to be
America’s greatest mission in the polities of the world, and no
good American will ever recognize either the Constitution or
the Senate of the United States to be a lasting obstacle in the
way of its accomplishment.

The friends of arbitration do not hug the delusion that war
can be abolished with one fell swoop. They know that the
idols of the tribe will prevail for a time against the ideals of
humanity., It seems to be man's way to exhaust the possibili-
ties of every folly and every iniquity before he will fall back
upon the methods of wisdom and goodness, But even to-day
the philosophy of history is able to characterize war as a blun-
der, ethics as barbarism, law as a crime, and religion as a sin,
The world’s hope is not a lie, and, in the language of America’s
greatest poet, * Man will not forever be the slave of his own
passions.” Moltke, it is true, declared that “ Eternal peace is
only a dream, however beautiful it may be” Yet a giant
thinker of the same nation wrote an immortal treatise on the
same “ perpetual peace,” and came to the conclusion that it is—

No mere empty idea, but rather we have here a problem which
graduoally works out its own salvation, and as the periods in which a
glven advance takes place toward the realization of the ideal of per-
petual peace will, we hope, become shorter and shorter, we must ap-
proach ewer nearer to this goal

Yesterday—

Says Walter Walsh in his great book “The Moral Damage
of War"—

Yesterday the saint aspired. tnt)-i.’ta{l
sgage will expound, and on the fourt
in a bill

At every rung on the ladder humanity has been assured the
next step up will be impracticable, impossible, but the only
prophesies that remain unfulfilled are those of pessimism and
unfaith, Mr. Wiseman assures humanity she can never cross
the red sea of war, but she kindles her flaming enthusiasm and
comes to her new world, her Columbia, her land of peace.
Faith is not a fool. She surveys all the obstacles, ponders
all the difficulties, counts all the opponents, measures all the
* impossibilities,” and then sings serenely with Scotia’s great
national bard:

For a' that and a' that,
It's coming yet, for a' that,

That man to man, the world o'er,
_Bhall brothers be, for a’ that.

the poet dreams, to-morrow the
day the statesman will embody

[Applause.]
Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BARTHOLDT. Certainly.

Mr. HOBSON, Will the gentleman, before he takes his seat,
permit me to say that it is a source of great pleasure to me to
bave listered to his treatment in such an able way of the
question of arbitration without mixing it up with the question
of armament, and to say that I am happy to be able to agree
with him thoroughly upon his speech to-day. [Applause.]

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Mr. Chairman, it affords me great hap-
piness, indeed, to discover that the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Hoesox] and I have ever been able to agree upon a ques-
tion of this kind. [Laughter.]

Mr., BOWMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BARTHOLDT. Certainly.

Mr. BOWAMAN. As an observation in connection with the
gentleman’s remarks, does he recall the expression used by
Andrew Carnegie, *“ No man ever touched another man’s honor.
All honor's wounds are self-inflicted ”?

Mr. BARTHOLDT. I do not recall those words.

Mr. BUTLER. Are they Andrew Carnegie's exact words?

Mr. BOWMAN. They are quoted as his words.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield one minute to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. TriBeLE].

Mr. TRIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp for the inclusion therein
of the ceremonies and the addresses at the unveiling of the tab-
let as a memorial to Dr. Crawford W. Long, the discoverer of
ether, at the University of Pennsylvania. -

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from

Gggrgla asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the REcorp

by insert-
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ing certain remarks referred to. Is there objection? [After a
pause,] The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

[The addresses referred to will be found in the Appendix.]

Mr. PADGETT. Mpr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gen-
tieman from Texas [Mr. Geece]. [Applause.]

Mr. GREGG of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I shall try to-day to
correct the statement eirculated throughout the country by those
afflicted with the battleship mania that the Democratic caueus,
by deciding against any battleships this year, has placed the
party in opposition to a Navy, and that a failure at this session
to provide for two is a neglect of our national defense.

This is untrue, and those who make the statement, with the
exception of those whose soul and interest are so absorbed in
the Navy that they ean not look at the matter fairly, do so
unadvisedly or for partisan political purposes or in the interest
of armor-plate and shipbuilding concerns, for we all know that
these large concerns never fail to look after their own interests,
and we further know that they can always find, both in indi-
viduals and newspapers, willing tools to serve their purposes.
[Applause.]

We believe in an adequate and efficient Navy, but we do not
believe that a Navy composed of battleships without officers or
men and without the necessary auxiliaries is either adequate or
efficient.

We favor correcting the folly of the past, in which everything
has been subordinated to the battleship, and in adopting a
rational, sensible course of suspending temporarily their con-
struetion, so that we ean, without unduly burdening the people
and without ereating a deficiency in our Treasury, provide offi-
cers and men and auxiliaries sufficient to make every battleship
a fully equipped fighting wnit.

We believe that it is time for Congress to use a little prac-
tical, common sense and act on its own initiative, and not be
governed exclusively by the opinions of naval boards and offi-
cers, whose education and training lead them into the error of
supposing that every interest should be subordinated to the
Navy and to their ambition to command and for promotion.

They naturally want these great floating palaces and look
with disfavor upon torpedo-boat destroyers, commonly ealled
destroyers, submarines, and other necessary auxiliaries—I do
not blame them—it is the result of their edueation and environ-
ments. As said by Rear Admiral Mahan in a paper from which
I shall quote later—they have been taught to place their trust
in bigness and nothing but bigness.

Those who claim to be overwise on naval needs say we should
construet 2 battleships a year. Why 2 rather than 1? Why
2 rather than 10?7 Two may be a program, but not a policy.
They say we should have a Navy large enough to insure our

ce.
pelIlf, by insuring peace they mean, and that is what they mean,
that we should have a Navy so large that other nations will
not dare attack us, then 10 is more logical than 2, for the
sooner we obtain an intimidating Navy the better, if we are to
rely solely upon the Navy. Our critics do not tell us what
policy we should adopt as to the size of our Navy compared
with those of other countries in order fo be able fo insure our
peace by means of the Navy.

They preach and preach, but when their sermons are finished
they have not told us what we must do to be saved.

The trouble heretofore has been that we have had no fixed
naval policy, by which I mean that we have not decided what
should be the relative size of our Navy to that of the other
nations of the world.

If we shonld decide that it should be the largest in the
world—however wild the idea may be—we wonld have an ulti-
mate object in view and eould gradually work up to it and do
it systematieally. If we decide that it should be next in size
to that of England, then with that definite purpese in view we
conld work up to it.

The political party which believes we should burden the people
with a Navy so large that it will intimidate other nations, and
which believes in “ securing our peace” by means of a Navy
rather than by treaties, arbitration, and diplomatic negotiations,
should have the courage to say so in its platform and take the
responsibility before the people, who will have to bear the
burden.

There are but two rational policies. If we are to look at it
from an aggressive and world-power view—that is, if we are
ready to say that it is our purpose to dominate the seas of the
world and te intermeddle in all international affairs, and we are
ready to seek, instead of avoiding, entangling alliances—then
the proper pelicy to adopt is fo construet a Navy larger than
that of any other nation. That is what our crities want to do.

If, on the other hand, we want fo give some assuranee of sin-
cerity in our professions that we prefer law, arbitration, and
diplomacy to gunpowder and dynamite as a means of adjusting
international differences; if we prefer by example to teach and
induce other nations to call a halt in the construction of these
floating monsters, rather than encourage them in it; if we would
rather be the leaders in peace than in war; if we prefer the
hum of indusiry to the rattle of musketry and thunder of can-
nons, then ounr policy should be the one we have followed so
long, without danger to our national defense, and the one laid
down in the last Demoeratic national platform, which declares:

We believe that the interest of this country would be best served by
hav a Navy suffielent to defend the coasts of this country and protect
Amertean cltizens wherever their rights may be in jeopardy.

This means a defensive and not an aggressive Navy. We
should amply protect our coasts and harbers with comparatively
inexpensive snbmarines and shore batteries, and have enough
large fighting ships to * protect American eitizens wherever
their rights may be jeopardized,” as we have so often done in
castfs of internal uprisings and disturbances in China and other
nations.

Mr. Chairman, I know that the Constitotion and Washington
and Jefferson, like the battleship after a few years’ use, are
congidered obselete, bunt I like oceasionally to recur to them
like the old-time Christian, who is bewildered and confused by
the new theologies of the day, loves to return to his Bible and
get new courage for the battle of life and have renewed his
hopes for the future. [Applause.]

So I will quote from Thomas Jefferson in regard to the first
policy. He said:

Wars must sometimes be our lot, and all the wise can do will be
to aveid that Bhalf of them which would be produeed by our ewn
follies and our own acts of injnstice, and to make for the other half
the best preparations we ean. Of what nature shonld these be? A
lIand army would be useless for offense and not the best nor safest
instrement of defense. For either of these purpeses the sea Is the
field on which we should meet an European enemy. On that element
it is necessary we should possess some power. To alm at such a na
as the greater natlons of Europe possess would be a foolish an
wicked waste of the energies of eur countrymen. It would be to
on our own heads that load of military expease which makes the
Eunropean laborer go supperless to bed and moistens his bread with
the sweat of his brow.

If to secure our peace it is necessary to adopt a policg of
building such a navy as the greater nations of Europe possess,
and thereby “ foolishly and wickedly waste the energies of our
counfrymen and pull on our ewn heads the load of military
expense whieh makes the European laborer go supperless to
bed,” the people should be put on notiece that sueh is our in-
tention, and should be fully informed as to the ever-increasing
burden they are expected to bear.

The ecry, “In time of peace prepare for war”™ may be a
eatchy slogan, but in its ultimate analysis if means that all
nations at all times should be in a state of preparedness for
war, whieh further means a mad rush to insolvency for every
nation of the earth. [Applause.]

The appeal is made to the pride and martial spirit of our
people in support of an aggressive Navy; but the appeal is never
accompanied with a statement showing the enormous inerease
of expenses, nor with the suggestion that all this money is ex-
traeted by taxation from the pockefs of the people.

To show how, even under our moderate program, these ex-
penses have increased, I cite that such expenses have been as
follows :

In 1880 $£132, 5340, 085
In 1900_. S 53, 053, 078
5 b ) e e S e e S e 123, 173, T17
TS TS EERSE R SR R 126, 478, 338

If this money was raised by direct taxation, whereby every
taxpayer would know just how much he was contributing to
the payment of this gradually and immensely increasing ex-
pense, you would not find as many Navy Jingoes on the floor of
this Heuse as you now find.

As gaid before, we have had no definite, well-defined policy, nei-
ther has our program of construction been rational and well bal-
anced or symmetrical, but it has been to construet a spectacular
rather than an efficient and homogenous Navy—a Navy for dis-
play rather than for fighting purposes.

Our policy is not to eripple the Navy, nor to be niggardly in
providing for it, but we wish to make our Navy adequate and
effective, which it is not to-day.

We are not opposed to battleship construction, when it shall
have been settled what type is the most formidable, but we do
object to building them even then out of all proportion to the
auxiliaries which are necessary to the efficient and effective use
of the battle fleet. We are sadly deficient in these auxiliaries,
and we believe that wisdom dictates we should supply some of
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them and supply men to man what battleships we have before
building more.

Mr. Meyer, Secretary of the Navy, on page 37 of his last
annual report, shows that we have 33 battleships, and says with
this number we are short of auxiliaries as follows:

8 battleship cruisers which will cost $119, 822, 288
18 scout ships which will cost - 64, 968, 200
82 torpedo-boat destroyers which will cost_____________ 88, 452,600
6 tenders to destroyers which will cost - 8, 616, 000
3 repair ships which will cost 3, 705, 760
b5 supply ships which will cost T, 125, 000
8 hospital ships which will cost 5, 100, D00
4 ammunition ships which will cost 4, 901, 000
12 fleet fuel ships which will cost 14, 487, 840
22 submarines which will cost 12, 852, 400
10 tenders to submarines which will cost______________ 11, 710. 000

Notice that the Secretary of the Navy, when speaking of our
own Navy, classes battleship crunisers as auxiliaries, but in his
recent articles in the newspapers, when he desires to. make an
unfavorable comparison between our Navy and that of Japan,
he classes battleship eruisers that Japan has as battleships. I
think that is hardly fair. According to him, these cruisers in
one case are auxiliaries and in another case they are battleships.

To supply the above-named deficiencies will cost $341,741,078.
These figures as to cost are obtained from the Bureau of Con-
struction and Repair of the Navy and are the cost if con-
structed under the eight-hour law. These deficiencies are based
on 33 battleships. We are now building four more which, when
completed, will call for 16 destroyers which will cost $16,636,200
and 4 scout cruisers which will cost $15,237,600, and they will
need about 4,000 men to man them, at an additional annnal
expense of $2,180,224, These items are mentioned in connec-
tion with the deficiencies, but they are not the only additional
expense, for each battleship built increases the expenses in
numerous ways, such as $1,000,000 for annual maintenance and
many other ways.

Now, when you consider that the auxiliaries mentioned are
absolutely necessary to make our battleship fleet efficient and
to protect it from terpedo attack, does it not seem the part
of wisdom to provide at least a reasonable number of them
before we build more battleships, every one of which increases
the deficiency? It is no exeunse to neglect their construction be-
cause, as the Secretary of the Navy says, “ These small vessels
require less time to bunild than a battleship, and some of them
may under stress be acquired by purchake,” because even if the
time to construct is less, they can not be constructed within the
period of the probable duration of a war, as it takes about
two years to build any of them. We might not be able to
purchase any of them, and we can not afford to let our fleet of
battleships be exposed fo the forpedoes of an enemy while
we are building torpedo craft to protect them, nor remain inac-
tive until we can build colliers and supply ships to furnish them
with foel and ammunition. 2

During the Iast 20 years we have spent more than $1,600,-
000,000 for the construction and maintenance of our Navy, yet
the Navy we have is not adequate and efficient, and will not be
until we supply the above auxiliaries at a further cest for
construction of $341,741,078, and without the addition of other
men and officers, the shortage of which I shall discuss later.

Our mistake has been that we have expended vast sums of
money upon the upbuilding of a top-heavy and spectacular Navy
and have neglected the cooperative naval units, and the splen-
did battleship without these is, in the opinion of mearly all
experts, almost absolutely useless. The policy of building ex-
pensive vessels and placing 1,000 men on each without taking
the necessary precaufion to protect them with torpedo craft,
such as destroyers and submarines, is not only foolish but
actually criminal.

On February 22 of this year the Navy League held its annual
banquet at the New Willard Hotel. The main target at which
all their shafts were directed was the action of the Democratic
caucus in deciding to build no battleships at this session. They
were not fair in their criticisms, for they assumed that we had
stopped such construction. They were not fair enough to say
that we contemplated only a temporary suspensien until we
could supply some of the necessary auxiliaries

I panse here long enough to call attention to the faet that
we have leagues and service journals whose object is to im-
press upon Congress the necessity of spending large sums of
money in building a Navy—and they mean Dreadnoughts
when they say Navy—but there is no league or organization
to protect the Treasury against such raids. [Applause.] Those
who would further oppress the taxpayer have their organiza-
tions to accomplish that purpose, but those who foot the bills
have no organization to protect themselves. "This makes it
our duty as their representatives to do it.

Most of the thought which has been given to the Navy here-
tofore has been in the interest of the personnel and matériel.
It is high time some thought should be given it from the view-
point of the taxpayer. [Applause.]

At this banquet of the Navy League one of the soul-stirring,
applause-raising speeches contained the following: -

There is little danger of the United States invaded, but
now has a larger role to play than merely the profection of her o
territory. She can not remain passive while injustice is being done
in any part of the world. She should announce to the world that
she stands for justice to all, particularly the weak, and should be
ready to stand*back of her announcement.

There we have the real purpose of the Navy jingoes. It is
to build a Navy not for the protection of our country, but to
bully the rest of the world.

Lo! a greater than Washington has arisen. The substance
of his Farewell Address was to advise us to mind our own busi-
ness and keep out of all emtangling alliances, which has for
years been found safe and sound, but this greater than Wash-
ington advises us to build a Navy sufficient to mind every-
body else’s business and to carry by force to all parts of the
world our own particular ideas of justice.

Every year, just at the time the Navy bill is being considered,
with surprising regularity, certain inspired articles appear in
some of our newspapers warning us of the danger of war, immi-
nent war, with some other nation, and predicting dire calami-
ties to us if we do not build more battleships. Germany was
vsed as the bogieman after the close of the Spanish War up to
1905. This became so absolutely ridiculous that men with any
sense became ashamed to use it, and it was dropped.

But their zeal was so great and the necessity so urgent to
have some supposed enemy they went 5,000 miles across the
Pacific and found Japan. They have been so insistent in their
contentions that Japan is anxious and willing to pounce down
upon us that they have actually frightened some of the timor-
ous.

On February 25 of this year there appeared in the New York
Herald an article from Capt. L. Persius, one of the most capable
and best known of the German retired naval officers, in which
he says:

The Japanese Navy, far from being equal to that of the United
Sta is weaker than at the outbreak of the Russo-Japanese War.
The then modern bat{leships are now obsolete. The s ogs captured
from the Russians, re t at a cost of more than $30,000,000 have
very small fighting value, and the increment through new battleships
is extraordinarily small,

Only the ba ips Aki and Batsuma, completed with almost record
breaking slowness of construction in five years, can be considered mod-
ern ships, though they carry only four 12-inch guns instead of the
usual Dreadnought armament, and it is extremely doubtful whether
Japan's first two ships of the Dreadrought class, the Setsy and the
Kawachi, will be ﬁ.nisﬁgd in time to join the fleet this T.

A first-class battleship ecrulser is under construction in England,
another has recently been started in Japan. These, with small cruis-

ers, destroyers, and submarines, represent the total increase since the
War with Russia.

The attempt to construct battleships in Japan has proved, ac-
cording to Capt. Persius, a failure, due to the deficiencies of the
Japanese steel works and the lack of technically trained work-.
men in the yards. In confirmation of this he cited the Japanese
minister of marine, who, in a speech before Parliament, ad-
mitted that the foreign-built ships were superior to the Jap-
anese built, and that the Government steel works were not up
to requirements.

Comparing the Japanese and the American fleets, he finds
that Japan has only 13 battleships, with a tonnage of 184,800,
to oppose 381 American battleships, of 498200 tons, with 6 more
American Dreadnoughts under construction.

The financial weakness of Japan will, he holds, bar any ex-
tensive appropriation for naval purposes for years to come,
and the United States need no longer fear for its Pacific pos-
sessions.

This statement, coming from such a naval authority and from
such a disinterested source, completely controverts the idea
that we are in any danger from an attack by Japan and puts
to confusion those who have been urging it.

Some other bogie man had to be found, and a very enterpris-
ing reporter took up Germany again, and there was, on March
11, 1912, sent from Washington to the New York Tribune, the
Philadelphia Press, and other newspapers, a sensational dis-
patch to the effect that Germany was attempting to violate the
Monroe doctrine by negotiating with Colombia for the purchase
of coaling stations. The story was avowedly based on the asser-
tions of anonymous naval burean chiefs. It was made a sen-
sational first-page story. To show how thoroughly ridiculous
this was to those who are able fo restrain their fears so they
can bestow a little sober thought on the matter, I will read the
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following caustic editorial from the New York Evening Post
of March 12, 1012:

All England will breathe a sigh of relief this morning when there is
cabled to its newspapers the dfsoavery made known by the Tribune’s
Washington dispatches. On authority of some nameless persons in the
Navy Department they announce that * the steady increase in the German
fleet has been aimed at the United States, and that it is not Japan
in the Pacific that we need to watch most closely but Germany in the
Atlantic ; that it is with her rapidly increasing battleships that we shall
eventua].f{I have to try conclusions.” 8o it is all for nothing that old
England has been striving to hold her own with Germany's naval ex-
pansion, while her population, from Lord Roberts down, has given way
to one panic after another lest under the cover of a toilu German army
corps descend u her coasts. It thus appears that Kippling has been
warning his nation in vain, and the very British babes have left their
cradles for nothing to take up arms. Why, this profound discovery will
revolutionize European diplomacy in a moment, make possible the limi-
tation of armament, and relieve the military strain of the whole Contl-
nent. Fortunate Tribune! Glorious news! But what becomes of our
friends the Japanese? Ever since they supplanted the Germans after
1905 as the ‘hoge{l man to be trotted out on every oceasion as a means
of boosting the big Navy appropriations they have served our Navy
]I faithfully and well. Is it possible that as hog(e}y men they have
ost their value and we are again to have a series of German scares?

Like all false prophecies, these prophecies of war, “ When
they hit, it is history; when they miss, it is mystery.” [Ap-
plause.]

It is asserted by some that the resolution of Senator Lopge
ingquiring of the administration whether Japan has acquired a
naval base on Magdalena Bay, Mexico, was introduced for the
purpose of affecting the naval program at this session and aiding
his friend, Secretary of the Navy Meyer, to secure two battle-
ships. Suppose it had developed that Japan had acquired it,
what would we have done? Authorized the building of more
Dreadnoughts, at this session and wait about three years until
we could build them? No. We would have at once declared it
an invasion of the Monroe doctrine and proceeded to enforce
that doctrine.

The Magdalena Bay bubble has burst. On April 6 there ap-
peared in the daily press of this country a telegram from
Tokyo, dated April 5, that the foreign office denied that Japan
ever dreamed of procuring a foothold in America. The only
basis for the alarm seems to be that a New England syndicate—
that section of our country which is clamoring loudest for the
battleships—has tried to unload a bad bargain upon a Japanese
steamship company, not the Japanese Government. What con-
temptibly flimsy things are seized upon to get up a war scare,
to influence Congress on the Navy program! In its issue of
April 8 the Washington Post, which is strongly advocating two
battleships at this session, in an editorial, is forced to admit
that there is no ground for this Magdalena Bay nightmare, and
says:

The eage with which the people of the United States are hoaxed as
t? ani?n’s designs belies the vaunted coolness of the Yankee in face
of perll.

We should have the pose and deliberation of courage at least.

This editorial has a most significant suggestion when it fur-
ther says: .

But the tendency to show trepidation is not all on one side. The
‘gentiment of fear and distrust is mutual. What we are going to do to
Japan keeps the little brown man in a shiver.

Is it unreasonable for the Japanese to be suspicious of us? Is
it unnatural that they should be irritated? Have we not for
years, in some of our newspapers and in speeches on the floor
of this House, been predicting war with them? Have we not
impugned their motives and accused them of having designs
upon us and of trying by intrigue to get a foothold in America?

Those who claim they desire a Navy for the purpose of secur-
ing peace are usually the ones who do the most talking about
Japan. They could serve the interests of peace better by keep-
ing cool heads and silent tongues. If they were deliberately
planning to bring on war they could not pursue a more certain
course. Nations, like individuals, soon tire of and become irri-
tated by continual nagging, and soon turn to retaliatory meas-
ures. Let me warn them that a continuance in the course they
have been pursuing is more likely to bring on a war than our
failure to build battleships.

One of the arguments frequently used by the big Navy advo-
cates is that the Monroe doctrine is no stronger than the Navy.

History completely refutes this contention. During the Civil
War Louis Napoleon placed Maximilian upon the throne of
Mexico and maintained him there by his army. After the close
of the war in 1865 the United States, considering a foreign
sovereign in Mexico, upheld by a foreign army, as an infraction
of the Monroe doctrine, began to take steps to secure Maximil-
ian's removal. We then had a large Army and a large Navy.
Did we resort to them to defend that doctrine? No. We grad-
ually dishanded our Army and naval forces, and Mr. Seward,
then Secretary of State, persistently pressed on Louis Napoleon

the withdrawal of his troops, which he finally did in 1867.
Pending these negotiations between Mr. Seward and Louis
Napoleon, in 1866, Congress enacted a law reducing the Army
to 54,000 men. The total number of ships of all classes in our
Nayvy in December, 1864, was 671. After the close of the war
the Navy was so reduced that in the fall of 1866 we had in
commission only 115 ships of all classes. This reduction of
Army and Navy was being carried on during our negotiations
with Louis Napoleon for the removal of his army in support
of Maximilian. What would the present critics of the Demo-
cratie caucus action have done had they been to the front then?
To use a slang expression, they would have thrown one fit after
another,

This doctrine has been several times threatened. We have
never been compelled to use either our Navy or Army to pre-
vent the infraction. We have always been able to accomplish
it by diplomacy and arbitration.

It was threatened by England on the Venezuelan boundary-
line issue. On December 3, 1895, President Cleveland, in his
annual message, called attention to this controversy between
England and Venezuela and what representations had been
made by our Government to England looking to its settlement
by arbitration. On December 17 he sent a special message to
Congress giving the answer of England to these representa-
tions looking to a settlement by arbitration, and as the answer
was not satisfactory he recommended that Congress authorize
the appointment of a commission to determine the division line
between England and Venezuela. This message created in-
tense excitement throughout Europe as well as in America. In
December Congress passed a bill aunthorizing the commission.
In all this we were vigorously asserting the Monroe doctrine.

On January 1, 1896, the President appointed the commission-
ers, composed of eminent Americans and jurists. This com-
mission invited the two Governments to formulate and present
to it their respective claims and contentions. This invitation
was complied with by both Governments. The commission pro-
ceeded with the collection of evidence until February 27, 1897,
when the two Governments signed a treaty providing for the
submission of the matter to arbitration. This arbitration tri-
bunal was appointed and the controversy was settled by it.
Thus England acquiesced in the Monroe doctrine and its in-
tegrity was maintained by firm but peaceful methods.

One of the most notable cases involving the doctrine was in
the latter part of 1902 and the first part of 1903, when the
Venezuelan ports were blockaded by the allied powers—Eng-
land, Germany, and Italy—to enforce the collection of certain
claims held by citizens of their respective Governments against
Venezuela. In this controversy the position taken by President
Roosevelt was that the Monroe doctrine was not intended to
protect American States from the fulfillment of their legal ob-
ligations; therefore he made no objection to the occupation and
bombardment of the port, but it was understood that the United
States would under no cireumstances permit the occupation of
the interior territory even for a short time. On February 13,
1903, the allied powers and Venezuela signed protocols, under
which Venezuela was to pay a small sum and submit the bulk
of the claims to arbitration, and the blockade was raised. The
question was afterwards settled by arbitration.

Thus in the only case in which the doectrine was violated—
the case of France in Mexico—and the two most notable cases
of threatened violation mentioned by me above, to wit, by Eng-
land in the Venezuela boundary question and by England, Ger-
many, and Italy combined in the case of collection of debts from
Venezuela, we have maintained it in the case of actual viola-
tion and prevented its violation when threatened by diplomacy,
negotiations, and arbitration.

At the time Louis Napoleon yielded, in 1867, we had compara-
tively no Navy or Army, and when we were involved over the
doctrine with England and with the allied powers of England,
Germany, and Italy our Navy was far inferior to theirs. So
the contention by some that we succeeded by peaceful methods
because we had the power to enforcé our demands is absolutely
untrue.

It is asserted that we have so much coast line it is necessary
to have a large Navy to defend if. Did we not have the same
coast line from 1820 to 1860, and from 1870 to 1800? During
those years we had comparatively no Navy.

It is also contended that we need it to defend our over-sea
commerce. Unfortunately for this contention the fact is that
when our mercantile fleet was at its maximum our Navy was
at its minimum.

To fully appreciate the wisdom of the action of the Demo-
cratic caucus in deciding to temporarily suspend the building of
battleships until other necessary units of an efficient Navy can
be supplied, you must bear in mind that we have not the money
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available at this time to build more battleships, and also supply
a reasonable number of the smaller craft, which are as neces-
sary as the large fighting ships.

The Secretary of the Navy in his last annual report says:

Destroyers In proper number (4 to 1) are absolutely necessary for
the protection of the battle fleet against torpedo attack (p. 38).

Admiral Lord Charles Beresford, retired, one of England's
greatest naval experts, says:

No guns, heavy or light, will protect a battle fleet from torpedo
attack at night. The only effective method of protection is to employ
a large number of gmall cruisers to clear a wide area about the battle
fleet at sundown.

The small erulser force must be disposed so that they form a pro-
tective screen distant 120 to 140 miles on all sides from the battle squad-
ron. By no other means is it possible to move a battle squadron at
night without risking its destruction by the attack of torpedo craft.
No antitorpedo armament can effectually protect a fleet of battleships
attacked at night by torpedo craft.

And in further support of my contention that we have been
guilty of almost criminal negligence in expending all the avail-
able money upon battleships, thereby rendering it impossible to
supply our fleet with the necessary torpedo craft, I quote from
Rear Admiral Bacon, the director of naval ordnance of Great
Britain. He says:

The enemies of the battleship have multiplied and include eve]s vessel
carrying a torpedo, such as cruisers, destroyers, submarines, and under
certain conditions mine layers. In fact, the introduction of the to:
has brought about a very censiderable limitation in the powers of the
battleship. Not only Is the battleship itself open to attack by small
craft which it ean not engage on equal terms, but it is powerless to
protect any form of vessel against the attack of such craft.

Rear Admiral Osterhaus, commander in chief of our Atlantic
fleet, Tecently, in discussing the winter maneuvers of that fleet,
says:

While British talk of effective torpedo exercise at 10,000 rds has
not been confirmed, the accomplishment of this range is probable within
the next few years. This means that the torpedo fire will be effective
far beyond the distance at which searchlights can pick up torpedo craft.
The fleet accordingly must depend on its tu‘r})ﬂo destroyers formiggna
screen to engage the attacking torpedo fleet and prevent its coming
within torpedo range.

And in further proof of the great danger to which a battle-
ship fleet is exposed as mgainst torpedo craft, I refer to the
mimie war on July 19, 1911, in Block Island Sound, between the
battleship fleet of 17 ships under command of Rear Admiral
Hugo Osterhaus and a fleet of desiroyers and submarines, in
which the submarines and destroyers theoretically destroyed the
whole battleship fleet.

In further support of what T have said in regard to the im-

portance of our supplying the needed auxiliaries before building
more battleships, I will read a telegram from London of date
Saturday, March 6, and which appeared in the New York Herald
of Sunday, March 7, 1912, which is as follows:
0 £he ImprovemALE U Cue Smeller Suils W€ he Beitiah flect the Mo
marine and torpedo-boat destroyers, vessels which many experts believe
would be of greater use In case of war than even the big modern battle-
ships and battleship cruisers.

It is admitted by all naval experts that there are needed for
each battleship 4 destroyers or submarines, which are torpedo
craft. These are to be thrown out around and distant from the
battle fleet, to protect it against surprise attacks of the torpedo
craft of the enemy—a cordon of protection—both offensive and
defensive.

No general of sufficient ability to command an army would
think of lying in front of the enemy without throwing out his
picket lines as a precaution against a surprise attack. Is not
the Navy entifled to the same protection?

So far as I have seen, the Secretary of the Navy has made no
excuse for not asking for these, further than to say that they
can be built in a shorter time than battleships or obtained by
purchase in case of necessity. I ask him where he could pur-
chase 8 battleship cruisers, or 18 scout ships, or 82 torpedo-boat
destroyers, or 6 tenders to destroyers, or 3 repair ships, or 5
supply ships, or 3 hospital ships, or 4 ammunition ships, or
22 submarines, or 10 tenders to submarines? AH of these he
states in his last report are needed for our present battleships.
I also ask him if it will not take about two years to construct
any one of these auxiliary vessels?

All through his last report the Secretary admits the necessity
for all these, but it is evident that he fails to recommend any-
thing but 2 battleships and 2 colliers, because he fears it will
jeopardize the chance of securing the 2 battleships.

The whole Navy and Navy Department are hypnotized on the
subject of battleships, and to secure these they are willing to
sacrifice everything else needed.

Mr. Henry Reuterdahl, who is an expert and eritic of such
ability as to entitle his criticisms to grave consideration, in an

article in Collier's of November 18, 1911, just after the naval
display in Hudson River, says:

What if I tell yon that should this fleet—the one assembled at the
dixg!ay—go to war to-morrow, the biggest part of it might be crippled,
perhaps sunk, before it got very far. It might be torpedoed by the
enemies destroyers even before it had met its main force,

Why? Because we have not sufficient destroyers or subma-
rines to protect them against such torpedo attacks. He further
SAyS:

The destroyer is the battleship’s worst enemy ; on a stormy or foggy
night searchlights do not protect the bﬂttiesivz!p, so a swarm of de-
stroyers may easily get the big fellow at their mercy. A fleet can only
be protected agninst torpedo attack by its own destroyers, which in day-
time scout and search and at night maintaln a screen against the on-
slanght of the emnemy's eraft. Each of the t navies has a large
number of these eyes of the fleet, but not the United States.

How criminal to send these battleships out, to be preys to
torpedoes, without the necessary protection!

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will my colleague permit a guestion?

Mr. GREGG of Texas. Yes, sir.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Is it necessary to protect our battleships
when they go out?

Mr. GREGG of Texas. Yes, sir; it is absolutely necessary.
Right in that connection I should say if war should break out
to-morrow we would have to hide our battleships under the
shore defenses of this country. We could not go out with them.
We could not uge them without running the greatest risk.

He further says:

Naval battles are not fought in harbors, but far out at sea. Before
they meet the en our vessels may have to cruise thousands of
mliles. They will n coal. For want of a sufficlent number of colliers
this great erican fleet of ours is tied to its coal piles. What about
repair and ammunition ships? Suppose In its first action the fleet's
supply of powder and shell is exhausted ; it must run to base.

What a pitiable spectacle!

Secretary Meyer, in his last report, says:

Des erg in pro number a ly o
(Beti 08 e Rptrie et tTait T e e R

He further says that we are 82 short of these absolutely
necessary profectors of the battleships we have. Yet he
recommends none of these in his building program for this
year, and our critics insist we are unfriendly to the Navy be-
cause we want to supply some of them to protect the battle-
ships we have before building more.

Commander E. W. Eberle, commanding our Atlantic torpedo
fleet, says: »
balanced Beat. in ordes Chat Tnors May Do BIWAYS Sn Ciliient. Slastic,
and cooperative scouting, screening, and offensive torpedo force with
the main fleet. g

According to him a properly protected fleet requires 4 de-
stroyers to every battleship. We have 33 battleships and 50
instead of 132 destroyers. BStill they say our Navy is not
topheavy.

Suppose our 33 battleships had no armor-plate protection,
what would you think of the sanity of a man who would advo-
cate building more which would be equally unprotected instead
of providing armor-plate protection for those we have? Pro-
tection by torpedo craft is almost, if not altogether, as essen-
tial as armor-plate protection, Secretary Meyer, in his last
annual report, says that this protection is absolutely necessary.

Mr. HOBSON. Is the gentleman yielding to guestions how?

Mr. GREGG of Texas. Yes, sir.

Mr. HOBSON, Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask the gentle-
man if he is in favor of a program of building torpedo-boat
destroyers? I want to say I am in thorough accord with him
in dealing, as he has so ably, upon the need and necessity for
these destroyvers; but I find—and I will not take his time—that
those who are opposing battleships will not vote for the de-
stroyers when the time comes.

Mr. GREGG of Texas. I was speaking of the necessity for
this torpedo-craft protection. I am willing to supply them as
fast as we can.

It will eost $103,331,400 to provide this torpedo-craft protec-
tion for the 33 battleships we have and the 4 we are building.
The annual pay of the Navy and cost of administration is
$101,000,000, so the Navy bill each year must carry that sum
to start with. If we should undertake to supply in one year the
torpedo-craft protection necessary, the bill would carry $204,-
331,400. If we undertook to do it in two years the bill would
carry $152,665,700. If we undertook to do it in three years the
bill would carry $135,443,800. This would be without any new
battleships or any other new construction. Do you not think the
taxpayers will be staggered when they see where we are going?

Commander Eberle says:

Submarines may well be termed the pirates of the sea, for they are

unliarly offensive weapons. I firmly believe that the submarine is

-day the most vital force in naval warfare and will prove a vital
force toward the peace of maritime nations,
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According to Secretary Meyer we are short 22 of the requisite
number of submarines. Still, in the naval program for this year
we are not asked to provide for any of these—
most vital forces in naval warfare, and vital forces toward the peace of
the maritime nations.

Everything is subordinated to two battleships. The policy is
let everything else go. Just so we get the Dreadnoughts and
super-Dreadnoughts—it makes no difference whether we have
officers to command or men to man them or coal to make them
go or destroyers or submarines to prevent them from being
mere targets for our enemies’ torpedoes.

Admiral Lord Charles Beresford, retired, of the British Navy,
says that the British fleet is like an army which is all heavy
artillery; that the Dreadnought policy was introduced to the
public by means of an organized system of advertising in the
press. He further says:

The public were and are hypnotized by the Dreadnought poliC{. The
excessive and vulgar advertisements lavished upon this experimental
vessel were by no means justified. To the b ilding of these great ships
has been sacrificed every other naval requirement. Without an ade-
quate provision of these essentials—

Meaning auxiliaries—
the battle fleet is useless for fighting purposes, and the money spent on
it is a present to the future enemy. i

The British Navy is much better supplied with auxiliaries
than is ours, but he says that the failure of the British ad-
miralty to supply more is a betrayal of the people. If this
criticism can be made of their conduet, how much more blam-
able are those who are responsible for our much greater
deficiencies. :

Another reason why I think it wise to temporarily suspend
the construction of battleships and proceed to supply some
of the deficlencies as to auxiliaries is that the battleship
is now in an experimental stage and naval construction is in
a state of evolution and there may be in the near future such
a change in such construction as to render obsolete and useless
the present Dreadnought.

Admiral Lord Charles Beresford, in the extract which I have
read from his book entitled “The Betrayal,” says that the
Dreadnought is an experimental vessel.

Germany now has on the stocks a ship which is to be
equipped with internal-combustion engines, and it is said that
the nse of such engines will render obsolete all our battleships.
We are told that these engines are only experimental. Concede
it, but Germany will soon launch its ship and then the prac-
tieability of the engine will be demonstrated.

If it is shown to be serviceable, we will then be compelled to
practically abandon what we have built and begin to build
with those engines, If it proves unworkable, we will only have
lost a little time.

What battleships are authorized at this session will be built
on the super-Dreadnought style, probably larger than any we
now have. Already that style is being severely criticized, and
able naval constructors are advocating returning to ships of
smaller size and greatly reduced unit cost.

On November 16 last the Society of Naval Architects and
Marine Engineers held its annual meeting in New York. At
this meeting Sir William White, formerly chief constructor of
the British Navy and who is an honorary member of that
society, said:

My personal conviction, built upon long-continued study of the prob-
lem. is that the wiser course in warship bujldinﬁ could be found in a
rﬁ}urn to more moderate dimension and a reduced unit cost for capital
ships.

Experience has established the fact that without having resort to
the extreme dimensions which have recently found favor it is possible
to produce capital ships, which shall be powerfully armed, well pro-
tected, steady gun platforms, capable of fighting their guns in all
wenther when actions could take place, and able to retain their speed
in rough water.

Rear Admiral A. T. Mahan, of the United States Navy, in a
Navy paper written a few years ago, and which was made a
Senate document, says:

Our present condition is that of abandoning all attempt at a guiding
conception of t}'geﬁ or standards, except the crude one that each ship
must larger than the last. The ultimate tendency of this, of course,
will be to make ships after too short a time unequal to a tg!sce in the
line. The moral effect is still worse, for it is inducing in the Navy, as
in the public, a simple trust in bigness, and, what is worse, an absence
of trust in anything but bigness.

In an article published in the Cosmopolitan in December,
1009, Sir Edward Seymour, an admiral in the British Navy,
warned the naval authorities of the world against building ever-
increasing larger types of battleships. He said:

Another reason that should seriously interfere with construction of
larger ships than we now have is the itation of harbors. There are
in the whole world only a few harbors in which a great battleship can
anchor with ease. 2

Another limitation on the size of battleships is the navigable
width of the Suez Canal and Panama Canal, The width of the

Suez Canal locks is 108 feet. The widih of the Panama Canal
locks is 110 feet. '

The rule of safe and commodious navigation is that on both
sides of a vessel there shall be a leeway of 5 feet. The Okla-
homa, New York, and Teras have a breadth on load water line
of 95 feet 2} inches. Neither of these vessels could pass
through the Suez Canal with ease. They could pass through
the Panama Canal probably expeditiously and safely. If, how-
ever, a super-Dreadnought of 31,000 tons displacement should be
constructed and its width should bear the same proportion to
its displacement as that of the others I have mentioned, it will
have breadth on load water line of over 100 feet and could not
be ecarried at all through the Suez nor through the Panama

-Canal safely,

Kpowin_g that whatever battleships we may authorize at this
session will be built on the present slow Dreadnought style,
another very strong reason for temporarily suspending such
construction is that a modern development in the British, Ger-
man, and Japanese Navies is a vessel equal in size to the
battleship, which carries the battery of the battleship, but some
of its armor protection is sacrificed for greater speed.

There is a sharp controversy between naval experis as to
whether the present type of slow Dreadnought or the fast
cruiser with the same armament, but with much greater speed,
is the most formidable. Let us not stop Navy construction, but
delay for a breathing spell until this controversy is settled.

Rear Admiral Bacon, the director of naval ordnance of Great
Britain, in speaking of the inefliciency of the present type of
slow battleship, says:

This is probably best shown by the consideration that Iif a country
possessing a battle fleet were fighting another country which did not
possess a battle fleet, and as regards other classes of vessels the two
countries were more or less on an equality, the value of the battle
fleet would be so small compared to the risk of its loss that in all
probability it would never be used during the war, and its possession
would in no way increase the fighting power of that country during
such war. In fact, in these days the battleship has developed merely

into a vessel for fighting other battleshi and it shuns as far as
gible encounters wfth most other classes? st':t vessels., ¥ i

By this he means that the nation with the slow battleship
fleet would need its fast cruisers and torpedo craft to accom-
pany and protect the battleships, and the speed of the whole
would be limited by the speed of the battleships; therefore it
could not force a battle with the enemy’s fast cruisers and tor-
pedo eraft.

The enemy could choose its own time, place, and conditions
for the fight; and the cruisers and torpedo eraft with the bat-
tleships could not go out to attack the fleet of the enemy nor
maneuver to protect themselves, but their maneuvers would be
governed by consideration of protection of the battleships.

The British Naval and Military Record, published by Capt.
J. A. Cuffe, which has been largely advertised in the German
service journals and the substance of which was reproduced in
;rhe Navy, an American service journal, in the November, 1911,
ssue,

In this article, Capt. Cuffe lays great stress on speed, as it
always gives the power of initiative. He says:

The superiority of artillery can not be effective without superior

speed, as the speediest fleet can always keep out of range. The slower
fleet is powerless.

The present program of two battleships a year is predicated
on the présumption that fwo will become obsolete each year
as the result of successive steps in the development of such
ships. If this presumption is correct, there is something wrong,
radically wrong, in naval construction. Rear Admiral Mahan,
in the paper to which I have referred elsewhere, says:

This willful premature antiquating of good vessels is a growing and
wanton evil. It is true, indeed, that this obsolescence is more in idea,
in erude impression, than in fact.

It is said that the Oregon is obsolete. Why? 1Is it because
of her speed? If so, why are those we are building given an
increase of speed of only a little more than 20 per cent over
hers? Why not give them an increase of 50 per cent, thereby
delaying for a longer period their obsolescence on this account?
Is it because her armor protection is deficient? Her armor is
thicker than that on ships of later date. Is it because she
carries only 18-inch guns? If so, the 14-inch guns on our latest
ships will soon make them obsolete. Why not at once adopt
guns with a range extending to the limit at which a ship can be
seen? . This would forever prevent the obsolescence of ships be-
cause of the guns,

The time has come for the investigation of this matter, with
a view of finding out why ships that are apparently in perfect
condition are antiguated, and of ascertaining whether they are
in fact obsolete; and if so, of finding out the remedy. Pending
this investigation no more should be authorized, because what
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we authorize will be constructed with the same defects and
with the same idea of their becoming obsolete within a very
short time.

It is claimed by some that because of the character of shells
we are using, which employ such excessive powder charges,
that the accuracy of the guns is destroyed by erosion in a little
more than an hour of continuous firing. Those who make this
claim contend that in other countries, by the use of a different
shell, the guns are given a destructive range limited only by
the distance at which a ship can be seen, and the gun is given
a longer life and may be expected to last through a war of
ordinary duration.

Now, had we not better wait long enough to make such tests
as will demonstrate the correctness of this contention? If found
to be correct, we will have to build differently from the manner
in which we are now building, so as to use these shells to the
best advantage.

But another reason which makes it proper and safe for us to
suspend temporarily the construction of battleships, and which
not only makes it proper and safe, but which makes it impera-
tive, is that we have not the officers and men for those we have.

It has been recently announced that the armored ecruisers
North Carolina and Washinglon, both comparatively new, and
all of the scout cruisers are to go into reserve, in order to be
able to man the battleships nearing completion.

In the case of war we should have all the officers and men
necessary. In this respect we are lamentably deficient. To man
our present complement of ships on a peace basis we are short
350 officers and 4,000 men. To put our present number of ships
on a war basis would require 1,424 officers and 18,000 men, in
addition to the officers and men we have.

Owing to this great shortage we are compelled to keep out of
commission or in reserve a large number of our ships. We
might in time of war raise lubberly crews for these ships, but
to put an untrained crew upon our fighting vessels to go ount
to meet in battle the trained crews of an enemy would be the
height of folly.

*  If the officers and men are not thoroughly skilled and trained
in their duties it would be far better to keep our ships under
protection of our shore batteries, than to send them out to
destruction or capture, ’

I think it high time that we should provide for the enlistment
of men enough to man our present ships, and I would rather
provide for that, than build more ships for which we will have
no men. I would rather have 33 battleships fully equipped
with competent officers and skilled crews and with the necessary
torpedo craft protection and the necessary auxiliaries, than
twice as many without them.

In the position I take, I do not feel that I am taking a back-
ward step in our national defense, On the contrary, I feel that
I am taking a forward step, and if I can aid in any way in
calling a halt upon our present big-ship mania, until we can
supply the officers, men, and auxiliaries absolutely necessary
to make every ship a complete, efficient fighting unit, I will feel
that I have done something for the good of the service as well
as the good of the country.

My policy instead of being inimical to national defense is in
the interest of such defense. I would have fighting ships com-
pletely equipped fighting units, and as expressed by some naval
experts I would not have them sent out ‘“little more than
palatial, floating arsenals, affording targets for foreign-torpedo
craft to destroy.”

I am not opposed to reasonable battleship construction, when
such construction does not go to the extent of making their
number out of all proportion to the necessary auxiliaries to
make them effective,

When we build I favor building the very best that can be
constructed, the fastest and most deadly fighting ships, the
fleetest destroyers, the best submarines, the best and most mod-
ern colliers, amthunition, supply and hospital ships. But I
would not waste the public money in bunilding Dreadnoughts
which eould not proceed far from base without ships to supply
them with ammunition and coal and without sufficient torpedo
craft, such as destroyers and submarines, to protect them.

I would, when each battleship is authorized, at the same time
provide the necessary auxiliaries and also authorize the enlist-
ment of enough men to man it when completed, thus we would
build up a homogeneous, workable, efficient Navy, and every
fighting ship would at short notice be ready to go out to meet
the enemy fully manned, protected from torpedo attack, and
supplied with fuel and ammunition. This is my idea of an ideal
Navy, whether large or small. This is the kind of Navy I want
us to have,

We can not at once supply all the men and the auxiliaries
needed for the fighting ships we have, but I favor doing this
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as fast as we can and thereby relieve our present top-heavy
condition.

The criticism from interested officials and service journals
that we are abandoning preparation for our national defense is
neither true nor just.

We favor, owing to the necessities of our Treasury, at this ses-
sion. building no battleships, but using the money available to
build the adjuncts necessary to make what we have thoroughly
efficient.

Not to build any this year does not mean that we abandon
their building, it is only suspension for a short time that we
may supply the other necessary naval units.

Instead of being enemies of the Navy we are its friends.
We are trying to improve and correct the errors of the past.
For the spectacular we would substitute the practical and effi-
cient. Instead of sending out a $12,000,000 or $14,000,000 ship
to be torpedoed and sunk we would send it out with a cordon
of protection around it. Instead of sending out the 1,000 men
and officers on it fo an almost certain watery grave we would
send them out with a chance for their lives and with the same
chance for victory as the enemy would have. [Applause.]

Our critics have not dared to state fully or fairly our posi-
tion in their effort to prejudice us before the public. They say
the Dreadnought is the Navy, therefore build more of them at
the expense of everything else. We say that even if more
battleships are needed it is absolutely certain that we
need torpedo craft to protect what we have, and the fast
cruisers, tenders to destroyers and submarines, repair ships,
and hospital ships to make effective the battle fleet we have,
and that, as it will take $341,741,078 to supply them, and as
there is not money enough to provide them and build more
battleships now, we think it wiser, having in view an efficient
Navy, to supply them and temporarily suspend the construe-
tion of battleships, particularly since this country is outstrip-
ping the world in the construction of huge Dreadnoughts. We
now have six built and building that range from 26,000 tons
displacement to 27,500 tons displacement. The largest British
battleship building is of 25,000 tons displacement. We leave it
to the sane judgment of the American people if we are not right,

The hidden but real purpose of our critics is to drive this
Nation into the construction of such a Navy as will overawe
the other nations for the purpose of world powering and
dominating the seas.

We favor building a Navy for the defense of our coasts and
protecting American citizens wherever their rights may be
jeopardized.

They preach the doctrine of force; we preach the doctrine of
arbitration. They would encourage and stimulate the mad
rush of nations to greater military power and lay heavier
burdens on the backs of the people, while we would welcome
the day when nations “ shall beat their swords into plowshares
and their spears into pruning hooks, when nation shall not lift
up sword against nation, and neither shall they learn war any
more.” [Applause.]

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Fosg] if he will not use some of his time. ;

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to make a few remarks
upon the bill which is now before the House.

As the chairman of the committee stated in his remarks, this
bill carries appropriations to the amount of $7,650,000, in round
numbers, less than last year. So far as the bill is coneerned,
speaking generally, I am heartily in favor of it, and I desire to
commend the new chairman of the committee for the able
manner in which he has framed this bill, with the assistance,
of course, of the members of the Naval Committee. I find
nothing to criticize except when it comes to the naval program,
and I shall confine my remarks on this occasion largely to a
discussion of this naval program. The reason why this bill
carries less money than the bill of a year ago is because we
have a smaller program. The bill of a year ago authorized two
battleships. In this bill there are no battleships authorized.
It is the smallest, the weakest, the most uninspiring naval
program submitted to the House of Representatives for a
The committee distinctly raises the issue
here whether we propose to maintain the efficiency of the Ameri-
can Navy or whether we propose to let it go down. That is the
real question which is presented by this weak and insipid naval
program. Last year we appropriated some $16,000,000 toward
the naval program which we authorized, but this year we appro-
priate, because we do not need any more for this little naval
program, $5,927,000, and that is the reason why the naval appro-
priation bill this year is so much smaller than it was last year.

What is the naval program this year? Two fuel ships, six
torpedo-boat destroyers, and four submarine boats. What in-
spiration is that to my friend the genileman from Alabama
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[Mr. Hossox]? I have been wonderfully amused this after-
noon to see my friend from Texas [Mr. Grrea] justify the action
of the Naval Committee, because I know at heart he is not in
favor of the proposition for a weak naval program.

But he says we do not want to have it understood that the
Democratic Party is opposed to the Navy., We would like to
have it understood that this is merely a suspension for this
year, and that in the future we propose to authorize battle-
ships. And then he goes on and makes an argument in favor
of auxiliaries for the Navy. He says we need to round out
the Navy. Well, if the Committee on Naval Affairs, which is
controlled by the Democratic majority, was in favor of aux-
iliaries this year, why did they not put some in the bill? All
they put in were two fuel ships, If they thought we were
short of them, why did they not increase them? Last year in
our naval appropriation program we put in as many auxiliaries
as they have this year.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts, More.

Mr. FOSS. Yes, more, because there were some tugs that
went in. .

Now, my friend from Texas [Mr. GrEea] says we are short
on torpedo destroyers and that we ought to have more of them.
Then why do they not put in more this year? Last year we
authorized eight, and this year you have only authorized six.
If we are so short on these smaller, craft, why do you not jus-
tify your position by authorizing a larger naval program in
respect to these smaller boats?

The gentleman makes an attack upon the battleships, and
says we ought not to appropriate for battleships or authorize
them until we get a fixed, standard battleship. When every
other nation has got that kind of a battleship, then he thinks
battleships of that kind. When we arrive
at a fixed standard, then let us build battleships. What a
ridiculous proposition! What we are trying to do is to get
something that the other nation has not got; and so long as
there is progress, so long as there is improvement, so long as
there is invention in the world, and mankind is moving upward
and onward, there will not be any fixed standard in the world.
The standards will move as with the progress of mankind.
And so it will be in the construction of navies and the con-
struction of everything else.. What was the trouble with our
friends upon the other side? Why, the real frouble was that
this whole question of a naval program was settled in a Demo-
cratic caucus, and the members on the commitfee, under
pressure, wounld not.vote their real opinions, but abided by
the action of the caucus,

1 know the sentiment upon that side, I think, to some extent.
Last year between 80 and 40 Democratic Members voted for the
naval program of two battleships. I wonder whether this year
we will have as large a vote from that side when the proposi-
tion comes before this House, as it will come before this House,
because I propose to offer an amendment for two battleships. I
hope we will have as large a Democratic vote this year as we
had two years ago, notwithstanding the action of the Democratic
Party.

My friends, I regret more than anything else that our Demo--
eratic friends upon the other side saw fit to make the naval
program subject to party action in a party caucus. In all the
years that I have been a Member of this House I have never
known a naval program to be taken into a Republican caucus
and settled by party vote. Here we have thought that the
Navy was out of politics; we tried to keep the Navy out of
politics; and we have iried to keep politics out of the Navy,
and yet you by your action have introduced politics in the
formatien of the naval program for this year. Our policy has
always been that the Navy was nonpartisan. Parties might
differ if they pleased about questions of tariff, monetary ques-
tions, financial questions, and all other questions relating to party
policy, but when it came to the Navy, as Daniel Webster once
gald a great many years ago, “ when it comes to the water’s
edge all politics cease” And that has been the policy ever
since T have been in Congress. There has been no party action
on the subject of the naval program, but every man upon that

-

gide, as upon this, has felt free to vote for one battleship, two | g

battleships, three battleships, or four battleships, and yet you
for the first time that T know of in history have made it party
litics.

poAnd why? Oh, to show economy, some one says. Well, that
is not real economy. If you will introduce some reform in the
administrative law by which thousands or millions of dollars
shall be saved, that will be economy. But to strike down a
naval program, to strike down the demand for public buildings,
or river and harbor improvement, such as the country really
needs, there is no economy in it, and the people will understand
it so, even though you should do it in the face of a political
campaign.

The battleship is recognized as the fighting ship of the Navy.
A navy without battleships is of little good, and a maval pro-
gram without a battleship upon it, without a fighting ship in
it, has very little standing among the naval authorities.

Now, I propose to briefly discuss this matter from a party
standpoint. Heretofore in all my discussions on naval affairs
before this House I have treated the subject from a nonpartisan
standpoint. But inasmuch as your action in party caucus gives
me an excuse to do it, T propose to show here what party has
been building up the American Navy after all.

I wish to say that we have had what might be called a naval
policy in this country for a number of years. It began way
back in 1883, in the administration of President Arthur, when
Secretary Chandler was Secretary of the Navy, when we author-
ized the first ships of the new and modern Navy. Before that
time during all the history of our country we never had really
a naval policy. Whenever we had a war we would improvise a
navy, and after the war was over we would allow it to go to
pieces. That was so after the War of the Revolution, it was so
after the War of 1812, and 'it was so after our great Civil War.

But in 1883, under Republican administration and under a Re-
publican Becretary of the Navy, at a time when the distingnished
father of the distinguished son [Mr. Harnis] of Massachusetts
was chairman of the Naval Committee, we started in on a policy
of building up the American Navy, and we have been building it
ever since. [Applause on the Republican side.] Since 1883 we
have had 15 Congresses; 5 of them have been Democratic Con-
gresses, or Congresses where the Democratic Party controlled
in this House, and 10 of them where the Republican Party was
in eontrol.

During these years, from 1883, from the Forty-seventh Con-
gress down fo the Bixty-second Congress, we have been engnged
in building up the American Nayvy, and Congress has authorized
in that time 1,211,570 ‘tons of ships of all kinds. During ‘the
5 Democratic Congresses only 154,508 tons were authorized.
But during the 10 Republican Congresses there were authorized
1,056,969 tons. That shows what proportion of the part the
Democratic Congresses have played in the building up of the
American Navy.

Mr. BARTLETT. MayT ask the gentleman a question?

Mr. FOSS. I want to conclude this first. Every year we have
passed appropriation bills, and I am not taking into considera-
tion the deficiency bills, but simply the annual appropriation
bills, and they have amounted to §1,670,000,000.

Comparative statement of the building of the new Navy under Repul-
_ lican ond Democratic Congresaes.

Republican Congresses. | Democratic Congresses.
Year. =
Ton- Appropria-
Tonnage. | Appropristions. nage. Bons.
Fortyseventh Con- t
PR S 1883 11,080 | 815,804,434.23 |........ .. .. cmmratl
Forty-eighth Congress.| 1884 472,50
,837.85
Forty-ninth Congress.. 4 AE
Fiftieth Congress..... ;835,35
Fifty-first Congress. e
Fifty-second Congress
Fifty-third Congress..
Fifty-fonrth Congress. 33,317
1897 2,050
Fifty-fifth Congress....| 1808 59,380
I 1899 | 105,084 ,960.58 |....
Fifty-sixth Congress...| 1000 | 100,036 85, 104, 016. 67
ML s 78,101, 791.00 |..
Fifty-seventh Congress; 1002 03,030 78,856,363.13 |..
1903 77,600 81,876,701.43 |..
Fifty-eighth Congress.| 1904 82,930 97,505,140, 94
1905 32,000 100, 336, 679, 94
Fifty-ninth Congress. .| 1006 22,100 102,001,670, 27
1607 | 21,400 | 98,958,507.50 |.
Sixtieth Congress...... 1908 | 123,480 | 122,063,885.47
Six{y-first Congress 1122?} “’% ﬁ'ﬁ’ﬁg
ix e s , 350, .
; 1911 108, 126,478,338.24
Total - 1,056,960 | 1,459,596,910.06 | 154,508 | 214,334, 720.96

During the five Democratic Congresses the appropriations, all
told, amounted to $214,000,000. In other words, under the Ile-
publican Congresses we have appropriated $1,450,000,000 for the
maintenance and upbuilding of the American Navy since the
time when we started in to build it in 1883. The fact of the
matter is, notwithstanding the closing appeal of my friend from
Texas [Mr. GeEGe], urging us not for a moment o think that
the Demoecratic Party is not really a true friend of the Ameri-
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can Navy, that the Democratic Party*has never been strong on
the Navy. When their great leader, William Jennings Bryan,
was a Member of this House he made his speech on the naval
appropriation bill on July 9, 1892, and it can be found on page
5056 of the Recorp of the first session of the Fifty-second Con-
gress. He made this declaration of his own opinion as to the
size of a Navy:

Mr. Speaker, I belleve in a sufficient Navy. We have it now, either
in existence or in construction. We do not need more.

That is what he then said. At that time we had built and
building 3 first-class battleships, a couple of second-class battle-
ships, 1 armored cruiser, 13 protected cruisers, 3 unprotected
cruisers, S gunboats, 2 torpedo boats, and 6 monitors. That
was his idea of a sufficient Navy, and if we had carried
out that idea, where would we have been in the Spanish-Ameri-
can War? It was a good thing that we went on and built up
the American Navy when the Republican Party came into
power in the Fifty-fourth Congress.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman
right there what the Republican Party appropriated in the
Fifty-fourth Congress for the Navy. Was it not $29,000,000%7

Mr. FOSS. It is right in the report of the chairman of the
Committee on Naval Affairs. Just the exact amount I do mnot
know.

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I will ask if the condition of
the Treasury would have afforded a very large appropriation at
that time—18947

Mr, FOSS. The condition of the Treasury has always been
all right whenever the Republican Party has been in power.

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes; in 1883, when it issued bonds to fill
it up.

Mr. FOSS. What is the gentleman talking about—the Cleve-
land bonds?

Mr. BARTLETT. No; the Harrison bonds.

My, CONNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman tell us in
this very interesting political view of the Navy——

Mr. FOSS. Oh,-you have given it the political aspect.

Mr. CONNELL (continuing). Just what effect President
Cleveland's Venezuelan message and the work of Secretary
Whitney had to do with building up the American Navy, and
making it ready for the Spanish-American War, when the Demo-
crats came in after a Republican domiaation of yéars.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I will .place in the Recorp, in
connection with my speech, the naval program of each session
of Congress from the time we built up the American Navy, and
the gentleman will see just what the size of the Navy program
was at that time—at Whitney's time—as well as the size of the
naval programs -immediately after and prior to the Spanish-
American War.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOSS. For a question. |

Mr. BUCHANAN. I want to ask the gentleman if it is not a
fact that the Republican Party did make a campaign document
of the naval accomplishments of the Republican Party, and did
they not publish a speech of the gentleman who then was the |
chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs as one of their
campaign speeches, in the campaign book of the Republican
Party, during the last campaign?

Mr. FOSS. I am not aware that they-published any of my
speeches, '

Mr. BARTLETT. Ob, yes; both in the book of 1908 and the
book of 1910.

Mr. FOSS.
[Laughter.]

Mr. BARTLETT. So do I.

Mr. FOSS. I never knew that any of my speeches were ever
published either in one campaign book or the other.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Then the gentleman is being informed by
2 very inexperienced Member.

Mr. FOSS. Mr, Chairman, that has been the policy of the
Republican Party during these years. We have built up the
American Navy, and this is our record, and I want to say that
our policy has been consistent. -

In relation to battleships, as that is the principal issue here
before the House, we have on the average for a great many
years authorized two battleships every year. Go back over
the last 16 years and you will find that we have authorized
31 or 32 battleships, an average of 2 ships a year. Our policy
has been consistent, and when my distinguished friend from
Texas [Mr. GReGa] says that we have not had any fixed policy,
it is because he has not been able to see it from his Demoecratic
viewpoint. The policy has been there, however.

Of course we have also built other kinds of ships, 10, armored
cruisers, a great many torpedo-boat destroyers, torpedo boats,
and submarines, and our policy has been not only consistent, but
it has been a moderate policy. We have never sought to rival

I admire their good judgment and taste.

England in our naval program or any other country on the face
of the globe. England’s naval program last year authorized
five battleships. What its program will be this year it is a
little too early to find out. Germany’s program last year was
three battleships. We have never sought to rival any of those
great powers, but we have ‘gone on in a consistent way, and I
remember at one time when the Preszident of the United States
was very anxious for four battleships, yet the Committee on
Naval Affairs reported against his wishes and authorized the
regular number of two battleships. And during all this period,
under pressure and not under pressure, the Naval Committee
on the floor of this House has maintained a consistent and
moderate policy of two battleships a year on an average. Now,
we have not tried to rival the foreign powers in the size of it.
England to-day, as this report shows, has a tonnage of fighting
ships amounting to 2,324,000 tons. Germany comes second with
1,087,399 tons, and the United States third with 885,000 tons.
This is based npon the ships built and in process of construe-
tion. On ships already built the United States just happens to
stand second, but on ships authorized and building we stand
third, and even if we should authorize two battleships this
year, as I trust we may, our position will go down another
point, and we will rank fourth among the nations of the world,
and if we should authorize but one battleship this year and
then for the next two or three years authorize two ships a year
our position will go down to fifth, so that at the time of the
opening up of the Panama Canal in 1915 we will rank fifth
among the naval powers of the world, having gone from third
place down to fifth.

Why, the wear and tear unpon ships every year upon this
1,200,000 tons is at least b per cent, probably nearer 10 per cent,
and if we aunthorize two battleships a year we would only simply
be replenishing or providing for the wear and tear, and when
we authorize no ships per year we are simply permitting our
Navy to go down, ‘to lose its efficiency, and lose its standard as
a great national force of defense to our country. Therefore
the issue comes to us this year as presented by our Democratic
friends upon the other side not whether we propose to go on

and build up a navy but whether we propose to keep it to its

present state of efliciency. That is the issue and that is the
question that will have to be met when the vote comes. Mr.
Chairman, how much time have I consumed?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has consumed 35 minutes.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, a good deal of this discussion here
this afternoon has related to peace. In times of peace I notice
we all talk peace, but in times of war we all talk war. I have
seen the sentiment in this House change from peace to war. It
is very easy in these piping times of peace when no nation on
the face of the globe seems to be bothering us, especially in this
springtime when all nature is in love with herself and when
we are in Jove with nature, when the birds are singing and
the trees are flowering, when everything suggests peace, it is
very easy and very pleasant to talk about peace, and we all wish
for if, but I want to say to you here to-day that I do not believe
that we have reached the period in the progress of mankind
when we can say that all the days from now on will be peaceful,
and there will be no war. We did not expect to go to war with
Spain and yet war came very quickly, and, if I remember
rightly, the peace dreamers were more anxious for war than
others, and, if I remember correctly, after we got into war the
peace dreamers were the men who criticized most vigorously
the administration because we were not prepared and ready
for it.

Human nature is the same the world over. We have got to
change human nature before we will ba able, I fear, to utterly
abolish all strife and all war. Some people think that the
peace conferences of the world will settle everything, I hope

.they may, and yet we have had two peace conferences, and I

would not for one moment attempt to belittle the worth of
those great conferences—the first peace conference of 1899 and
the second peace conference of 1907. I think they have done
great work, In the last peace conference 44 representatives
from 57 of the world powers got together and discussed ques-
tions provoking war and questions relating to the conduct of
war, and it was a great thing to bring together so many repre-
sentatives from =0 many countries of the world simply for the
purpose of discussing such subjects. These peace conferences
have done a great deal toward ameliorating the conduct of
war, making war, as it were, more humane, if it is possible to
make cruel war humane, and these peace conferences have
done a great work in establishing an international prize court.
But the peace conferences have not yet abolished war. During
the last 15 years every nation of any size on the face of the
globe has been at war—Russia, Japan, England down in Afriea,
the French, Italy, Turkey, and the United States have been at
war. Not only that, but the peace conferences have not yet
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been able to limit military expenses.or fo reduce armament.
The first peace-conference passed a resolution recommending
the limitation of armaments and the decrease of military ex-
penses, and the second peace conference alse adopted the same
resolution, but between the first peace conference and the second
peace conference the nations of the world built more battle-
ships than they ever did before, and between the second peace
conference and the present time they have built even greater
than they did between the first and the second peace confer-
ence.

So when you come fo measure and discuss the question as to
whether peace conferences will be able to do away with all
wars, it is wise enough for us to consider what they have already
been able to do up to date. A great many arbitration treaties
have heen made between different countries of the world. But
no country of any importance yet has been willing to submit
in an arbitration treaty all questions affecting its national life.
They. have always excluded and excepted those relating to inde-
pendence, to vital interests, to national honor, and domestic
policy. It is easy enough to make a difference of opinion a
matter of national henor. While it has been proposed to estab-
lish a court of arbitral justice, yet, nevertheless, it has been
impossible to determine the personnel of that court. The sue-
cess or failure of arbitration depends fundamentally upon one
thing, and that is the confidence of the parties in the arbitra-
tors. The nations of the world have not been able to agree upon
the arbitrators—upon the persoennel of the court. Is there any
question which has provoked war into the United States in all
our wars which we as a Nation would have been willing to
have left to a court of arbitration, the majority of whose mem-
bers would necessarily have been representatives of the mon-
archical powers of the world? Would we have left the ques-
tions which provoked the war of the American Revolution to a
court, or would we have left the questions which provoked war
with England in 1812 fo a court of arbitration? Or would we
have left the question which eaused the great Civil War to a
court of arbitration, & majority of whose members, as I said a
moment age, would necessarily be representatives of mon-
archical countries?

And s=o it is no wonder that nations stop, and hesitate, and
wait, and refleet upon this great question as to whether we will
submit our differences, questions of honor, of vital interests,
of independence, to a court of arbitral justice.

My friends, a navy does cost something. In time of peace,
when we do not need if, it seems a great luxury; but in time
of war it is an indispensable necessity, and when war comes we
must have it. Every ship must be ready and every man at
the gun. There is no time then to build ships and no time to
train men, but we must have a navy ready and prepared for
aetion to defend the interests of our country whenever those
interests are assailed. It costs a good deal to maintain it—
we will say $125,000,000, a large sum of money—but after all,
the cost of preparation would be but a very small percentage of
the cost by lack of preparation, if by that lack of preparation
we were defeated in time of war. One hundred and twenty-
five inillions of dollars with our population of 90,000,000 is
$1.50 per capita. When you come to compare it with our for-
eign commerce, which has been increasing with leaps and
bounds, it is only a small percentage. When you come to com-
pare it with our.great national wealth, which to-day amounts
to $120,000,000,000, it is only about one-tenth of 1 per cent—
the cheapest insurance on the face of the globe. [Applause.]

Now, I say to you that it is a part of our national duty to
maintain a sirong and efficient navy to protect our interests.
We have great interests to protect. If we have any navy at
all, we want a good one, and we want battleships in the naval
program. A small or a weak navy is of no use whatever; but
we want a strong and efficient navy for the. protection of eur
interests, which are many, upon this hemisphere and also upon
the other. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Grrca] a ghort time
ago spoke about the Monree doetrine and said it had not been
gettled by an appeal to arms, In the instances te which he
referred in the history of this country he referred to the at-
tempt of Napcleon the Third to set up a government upon this
hemisphere; but he failed to remember that our Army at the
close of the Civil War marched down to the Rio Grande, and
soon affer that Maximilinn left. Then he spoke of the time of
our disagreement with Great Britain, when the dispute was
over Venezuela, and there was no appeal to arms.

It is true there was no appeal to arms, and there never,
in my judgment, will be another contest between Great Britain
and this country. So Jong as Canada is situated on the north
she will always be the hostage of peace. But, my" friends,
while the Monroe docirine may not have been assailed very
often in the 100 years that have passed, my candid judgment
is that in the 100 years to come it will often be appealed to.

We are constructing a ‘great Panama Canal, which is soon
to be completed. That Panama Canal will be the great com-
mercial thoroughfare for the nations of the world, and a part
of the sea which heretofore has been isolated will be covered
with merchant ships of the world. The Caribbean Sea will be
another Mediterranean, and my judgment is that by reason
of these things the Monroe doectrine will oftener be ealled into
question in the ‘years fo come than it has been in the years
that have passed. In this connection I would like to read to
you just a word from our great naval anthority, Capt. Mahan,
upon this subject. Says he:

The chief political result of the Isthmian Capal will be to bring
our Paclfiec coast nearer, not only to our Atlantic seaboard, but also
to the great navies of Europe. Therefore, while the commereial gain
through an uninterrupted water carriage will be large, and is clearly
indicated by the acrimony with whieh a leading journal, apparently
in the interest of the great transcontinental roads, has lately main-
tained the singnlar assertlon that water tramsit is obsolete as com-
pared with land carriage, it Is still true that the canal will present
an element of much weakness from the military point of view. Except
to those optimists whose robust faith in the regeneration of human
nature rejects war as an Iimpossible contingency, this consideration

must occaslon serlous thought concerning the lic to be adopted
the United States. - i e it

And, then, forther he says:

If the decision of the Nation, following one school of thought, iz
that the weaker we are the more likely we are to have our way, there
is little to be sald. Drifting is perhaps as good a mode as another to
reach that desirable goal, If, on the other hand, we determine that our
interest and dignity require that our rights shall depend upon the will
of no other State—

And, mingl you, under our treaty we are obliged to gnarantee
the neuntrality of the Panama Canal—
but n our power to enforce them, we must gird ourselves to admit
that freedom of interoceanic transit depends upon predominance in a
maritime region—the Caribbean Sea—through whlci‘ll pass all the ap-
proaches to the Isthmus, Control of a maritime region is insured pri-
marily by a navy; secondarily, hi goa!tions. suitably chosen and
spaced one from the other, upon which as bases the navy rests and
from which it can exert its strength.

And so I might read from another aunthority which I have
here on the subject—Homer Lea, in his interesting book, The
Valor of Ignorance:

With the exc:]t;tion of the Monroe doctrine no undertaking since the
formation of t Republie is more fraught with possibilities of war-
fare or ecalls for greater military and naval nsfon than the build.
ing of the Panama Canal. Unless the United States is willing to in-
crease the military and naval-strength proportionate to the dangers
that at once become existent with its completion, it iIs a mistake to pro-
ceed with its construction.

Let me quote again briefly from the same writer:

The eventual control of the Panama Canal is foretold by the history
of the Suez, which, diminishing the distance between Europe and the
Orlent to one-balf, me the main channel of communication between
the West and the East. Built by Franee, it soon passed into English
possession. The control of the Suez by England resulted from her
masterful position in the Mediterranean and the Red Sea—the strategic
possessions of Glbraltar, Malta, Egypt, and Aden. That France built
the canal determined in no way its final ownership. The ¥omicms
of Gibraltar, Malta, Cyprus, Egypt, and Aden, tegether with a navy
maintained on a basis of beinf e&ual to the navies of any possible
coalition, determined to whom, in time of war, the canal would belong,
»Great Britain not only controls by means of it the oriental trade, but
dominates the politieal relationship that Europe bears to Asia, What
has bronght about English commercial supremscg throughout the world
has been, not alone the supremacy of the English Navy, but the posses-
slon of strategic baszes, The cxistence of a great navy Is entirely de-
pendent on the ownership of strategie positions in different quarters of
the globe and maintained by force. .

The Panama Canal iz ag important to the world as the Suez and
not less so to European natlons than to the Ameriean Republics. The
control of it is as vital to the nation that desires to command the com-
mercial as well as political destiny of the eastern Pacific as the Sunez
is to England in the eontrol of Asiatie hegemony.

So there are two things which, to my mind, in connection
with the building of the Panama Canal make it essentlally
necessary that we shounld mainfain the efficiency of the Ameri-
can Navy: First, the bringing of this great isolated sen, as it
were, info the commereial mart of the world, with the Hability
of differences of opinions, of altercations, of disputes of one
kind and another, among the nations of the world; and, sec-
ondly, as I understand it, under our treaty we must guarantee
the neutrality of the Panama Canal. Now, if we are to do that
we must have a foree, necessarily, to do it. 8o, to my mind,
these great interests of our country demand the continunance
of the policy of building np the American Navy.

We are an isolated country no longer. We have our posses-
gions upon the seas—Hawaii and the Philippine Islands and
Porto Itico and Guam—and it is necessary, if we are to protect
these and hold them as our own, that we should continue the
policy of building np the Ameriean Navy. I trust that when
we come to voft on this question of two battleships, which has
been the policy of the last 16 years, reported by the Naval Com-
mittee wnder Republican administrations, our Demoeratic

 friends upon the other side will raise the flag of country
higher than the banner of party and vote for the efficiency of

the Ameriean Navy and the Ameriean flag. [Applaunse.]
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The following is inserted as an appendix to Mr, Foss’s remarks:
List, by years and sessions of Congress, of naval vessels authorized by

acte of Congress from 1883 to 1911, inclusive.

1883 (47th, 2d).

Names.

Type.

Displace-
ment.

4,500
1,486 | 1550 14 3
11,986
Charleston (destroyed)..... sty ) (TR
T R AT LR S 19 18 9
Pelel L4 | 11 6
Yorktown....... 16.14| 14 0
Total
105 | 14 6
2.1 19 6
2.5 4 10
1745| 21 6
12 4 6
12.4 18 0
0.5 | 4 6
17.8 2 6
21.42| 10 7
17.5 4 0
6.8 | 14 0
105 | 14 6
13.6 4 10
10.68| 19 6
19.52| 18 @
14.37| 12 2
19 18 0
BT | 14 &
18.44] 14 6
19.06| 14 6
21,691 21 6
1 rsado: 19 18 0
Baratoga (formerly New Armored Cruiser. ......-.... 8,150 | 21 B 3
York).
Total 27,436
1,177 | 1603 12 0
192| 11.58| B ©
2,18 | 16,11 15 0
L177| 15.46| 12 0
92| 1.2\ 8 0
ton e 212| 13 9 0
Wahnem...--......-.-..... 192 | 1158 B 0
Total... s 5,38 |cosa ey
1800 (51st, Ist).
2 Protactcdcrmser e 7,350 | 2.8
A 120 | 24
}mt-cmss battleship 10,288 | 15.55
do.. 10,288 | 16.21
do. .. 10,288 | 16.79
88,834 | e
1891 (51st, 2d).
Minneapohis. . .zcaeeeeiaas Protected cruiser. 7,350 23.07
1802 (524, 1st).
Brooklyn. onne| Armored cruiser.... ... 9,215 | 2191 4 9
Towa. sesaeas.| First-class battleship...... 11,346 | 17.09
Total 4 20,501 b

List, by years and sessions of Congress, of naval vessels authorized by
acts of Congress from 1883 to 1911, inclusive—Continued.

1593 (52d, 2d).
Names. Type. Dgg}:t'f’ Speed. mdrul‘t
Tons. | Knots. Ft.m.
- Bubmndmtapodoboat. 4 e Fn ) SRR
Gunboat 1,302 1550 | 90
do 1,371 | 1630 11 O
e R e | 1,302 | 15.08| 9 0
Total of tonnage 4,156 |....... S
given.
1894 (53d, 2d)
Foote. . .c.ocoiio o F Torpedoboat .o oo o 142 | 24.53 5§ 0
Rodgers e a e g R S S 142 | 2449 5 0
g e ! 35| 12 9 11
'I‘m-pud DORE s 142 | 24.82 5 0
T8t kil —
1865 (53d, 3d).
AnnSpolis. .- - - cvoaaas ] Gunboas.. oo e L010| 13.17| 12 0
Pupoat. - T o boat............. 165)| 28.58| 4 8
Kearsage. ......._.... 11,520 | 18.82| 23 6
Kentucky . ooveeeeeeeeena.. 11,520 | 16.90| 23 6
Mazietfa ... 990 | 13.02| 12 0
Nowport - - osrs Lo010| 12.20| 12 0O
[y e ey 165 | 28.63 4 8
Princeton. e emeeeee.. L010| 10.64) 12 O
Rowan.. ... _____ 210 | 27.07 5 11
et L 25| 12 8 9
Vickabave., oL LOw| 1271 | 12 0
gt T AR AR 900 | 12,88 | 12 0
Total 20,85 ... L
11,652 | 17.01| 23 6
146 | 30 [ )
146 | 30 4 7
154 | 23.41| 5 10
279 | 30.13 6 0
154 | 23.13 5 10
46| 20.88| 3 3
11,552 | 17.45| 23 g
A nRe Aoy 65| 19.82 4
65 20.11| 4 3
105 | 24 4 1
225 | 12.2 3 0
e | e 230 12 9 0
Talbet, .. Torpedo boat 46| 21.15| 3 8
Wisconsin,.....________.| First-class battleship..._.. 1,562 17.17| 23 @
Total aeemaeanal 86,317 Seasie
1897 (54th, 2d).
BallBY..enzuseemneinnnsssns| Torpedo boats .o .._. 280 | 30.20| 6 10
Golrlsburwgh..-. ......... P 3T e B e 255 | 27.4 6 10
Bevern (formerly Chesa- | Training ship..eeseeveeee- LN o =g il
Stringham..eseueeemeen-.| Torpedo boats.semmmeemnr. 30| 25.3| 6 o
Potolccavisnainiais - 2080 )
1898 (55th, 2d).
L e A e oIt [ v boat 15| 2015| 4 11
420 | 28.45 6 6
175 29.04| 4 11
420 | 28.13 6 6
175 | 28.57 4 11
196 | 25.58 5 11
................. Tmpedo-boat deslmyer e 420 | 28.64 B 6
Chcvemle (formerly Wyo- R 8,225 | 1L.80| 12 B
420 | 28 6 6
420 | 28.10 6 6
A6 | 2552 5 11
a8 200876 0
408 | 28.04 6 0
400 | 28.41 (i
400 | 28.03 6 2
12,500 | 18 23 10
12,500 | 18.15 | 28 11
2181.25.74] 6 &
20| 25 6 6
Ohio. . o R R 12,600 | 17.82| 28 7
Owk(turm.ulyuhmu) Monitor 8,225 | 12.3 12 8
al-Ionml S N = g %ﬁ g 6
P:{:’ie..."............... | mo| ¢ 8
20| 2807 5§ 2
420 | 20.60 6 6
iR o B2 | BT | 4 &
/ ormerly )
Florida,
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List, by years and sessions of Co
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acts of Congress from 1883 to 1911, inclusive—Continued.

naval vessels authorized by

List, by years and scssions of Congress, of naval vessels awthorized by
acts of Congress from 1883 1o 1911, inclusive—Continued.

1898 (55th, 2d)—Continued. 1005 (58th, 3d).
Mean Displace- Mean
Names. Type.. et |Speed. | araf s a0 ment. | SPeed- | grygy.
Knots. | Ft. in. Tons. | Knols. | Ft. in,
24.88 5 2| Michigan........... 16,000 | 18.79| 24 0
24.94 4 8| South Carolina..... 16,000 | 18.86| 2¢ &
13.4 | 12 6
dhey: * EREE RS bt PR R
20.58 6 0
g (e 1006 (50th, 1st),
20. 86 6 0
Delaware First-class battleship...... 20,000 | 2L.55| 26 11
--------------- Lamson!.... ..| Torpedo-boat destroyer. .. 700 | 23.61 B 0
Preston!,, LR S W Ol bl WL NSO R 70| .18 8 0
i LR RN N [ e S A 00| 2835 8 0
C-2 (formerly Stingray)....
C—(’.iormeﬂy'rzrngau .....
10| 222 | 24 1| CA(formerly Bonita),.... Submarine or subsurface
2o00| 16.65| 15 0 C-5 (formerly Snapper)....|| torpedo boats (not ex-
20| 1645| 15 ¢ | D10 y Narw ; ceeding §1,000,000;8 [[-=====sves=aromsas]cmcasens
3'200| 1675 | 15 ¢ | D-2(formerly Grayling).../| $500,000 appropriated).
3:200 1665 15 9 D-3 (formerly SBalmon)....
3o00| 1641 15 9 G-1 (formerly Beal)........
Hok| Bl B o Total of tONOAEE |oeeerereeeeeraneneicesanann T R e
13,680 | 2244 | 24 1 given.
bmi| me) o
14, . 1907 , 2d3).
13680 | 2.15| 24 1 JOr. (30K, 20)
________ Torpedo-boat destroyer. . . 70| s0.41] 8 o
¥ | Firstclass battleship....... 20,000 | 2001 28 11
Eim‘t Ibosmh‘owr G 70| 3L82| 8 0O
mit of con lor su
1900 (50t 1at). ne and subsurface
torpedo boats, act June
Chateston . . ..« ceesorsnce Protected cruiser. ... 9,700 | 22.04 20, 190§, . increased to
.| Armored cruiser.... 13,680 | 22.24 §3,000,000; $500,000 ap-
680 | 22.41 propriated.
700 | 22.22
AR |28 0 P et e b TH 1 1 B pe A
South Dakofa. ............ 2.2 15 (O, ot ).
e o e U g it s B Torpedo-boat, destroyer 0| 6| s
-3 y Grampus)... Sl 0- 0 7 X 4
A-4 (formerly Moceasin). .. |-...c@0. oo e 19,300 | 14 21 8
A-5 (formerly Pike).......loeeealllunnniciiiiniinnnee i finanans, Torpedo-boat d 742 30.88| 8 4
A-6 (formerly Porpoise)...|.....30.cueueniieicinnncnfnerenencaliniennas .| First-class battleship...... 21,825 | 20.75| 28 6
A-7 (formerly Shark)...... s OO LS e s 11,220 | 1287 | 24 8
Holland. ......c..iciiia]raeaa@0i i caiiicaeascs e ssanvnvvas]oncanssa)ieas .| Collier (amended 1910, 61-2) 0800 ).
..| To o-boat destroyer... 742 | 30.66 | 8 4
Total of tODDAZE |.......evcceoceimvessanasaas| 100,086 |........ - 1,230 | 12.65| 4 8
given. 742 0.22| 8 4
742 | 30,80 8§ 4
72| 07| 8 4
742 | 20.6 8 4
73| %0a6| 8 4
16,000 | 18.78 21,8% | 209 | 28 @
i a8 o B RS
1 -.-| Torpedo-boat troyer. .. 7 . 8. &k
I'% g.ss .||Bubmarina boats.
20| 1110 Limit of  contract,
14,500 | 22,16 ey ,000,%
14,500 | 22.27 for these boats and for [[*========*|=======]-* “remee
completion of subma-
------ rine boats heretofore
suthorized.
........................... L e L e s
1909 (60th, 2d).
Torpedo-boat destroyer.... 742 | 380.48 8 4
First-class battleship...... ,000 205 | 28 6
T42 ) 30.45 8 4
42| 20.60| 8 4
........ 742 | 30.89| 8 4
743 | 20.78 8 4
26,000 | 20.5 23 6
10,875 | 14 2 7
Submarine torpedo boats.
t) Ié{%owd el
G-3 (formerly Turbot)..... ,000,000. 0
H—I(rormm-l;SeawulI}.... tiunmadaof&?r ,000
H-2 Ermmm'ly Nautilus)...| for these boats and for [f=«==*===r*=erssssfra=srone

B-2 (formerly Cnttleﬂah%. .
B-3 (formerly Tarantula)..
C-1 (formerly Octopus)....

Total of tonnage
given.

Vestal ek
B-1 (formerly Viper)......

completion of subma-
e

H-3 (formerly Garfish)....
( Y. ) ts heretofore au-

080 Lavs v |5 2nasins -
21 kimit of cost increased from $750, to $800,000, act Mar. 2, 1807.
: t of cost increased to 3,000,000, act Mar. 2, 1907.
3 Built in Go t yard.
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List, by years and sessions of Congress, of naval vessels authorized by
acts of Congress from 1883 to 1911, inclusive—Continued.

1910 (61st, 2d).
Mean
Names. Type. Dﬁ’;ﬁf’ Speed. | Gt
Knots. | Ft. in.
2.0 | 28 6
2.0 28 6
20.5 8 4
05 8- 4
2.5 8 4
2.5 8 4
2.5 83 4
Joustt . L e e 42| 25| 8 4
Torpedo-boat  destroyer
(subsurface). Appropri-
ation of $445,000 upon
condition of compliance
with terms of naval ap-
Erra ion act of Mar.
3, 1909, p. 648,
4 submarine 0 boats.
Limit of contract, $2-
000,000, Appropriations |[===««s=-fremeererfosanaces
¥ msdeorss&,ouu.
.| Collier......... 19,000 0| 27 O
SR - T A R B A 19, 000 Mo| 27 6
Fleet collier (to be built on
Pacific coast) provided
for in act May 13, 1908,
Pp. 618, Limit of cost in-
creased to §1,000,000.
Total of tONNAZ | <. ucvecrvraanmansorsmsanss DLARS |oenin diannvans
given,
1911 (B1st, 3d).
27,500 05| 8 6
27,500 05| 8 6
19,132 40| @ ©
19,132 40| 271 6
1,035 2.0 |
1,036 20| 9 a
1,036| 200| 9 3
1,010 29.0 9 3
1,010 20.0 9 3
. 1,073 2.0 9 3
do.. 1,014 20| 9 3
s oyt el MR S [P o DR S CUE ,086| 20| 9 3
K-35 (formerly No. Sﬁg ..... 4 submarine s,
K-6 (formerly No. 37).....]| Limit of contract,
K-7 (formerly No. 38) £2,000,000. Appropria- P TPE [y KD T
K-8 (formerly No. 39 of
(T3 IR nder
No. 12,
Moo 1y
Monocacy River gunboat
Beceamento, ..o o o oL e L Tl I ] o N
Tolal “‘of: TEODEES L. .o cuelareovemasizsmengrass) | ABTN e toontia
given,
Grand fofal of toD- |...ccceireicancnmersannnnnes LAXEEY |..crziinnnass
nag!alm given from

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask if the gen-
tleman from Tllinois [Mr. Foss] will use some more time,
Does the gentleman desire to use some more of his time at this
moment?

Mr. FOSS. I will yield, if the gentleman desires me to, to
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Harris]. I will yield
half an hour to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Harris] is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I should not have intruded
myself on this debate but for a sunggestion made to me, that
possibly I, one of the new Members of the House, could join
memories with the oldest Member of the House and say a word
upon the matters which led to the formation of the national
policy of naval defense,

I am looking back now for a few moments to a period 36
years ago, when my late honored father came to this House as
a Member from Massachusetfs, from the district which I now
represent. He came in the Forty-third Congress, and in the
Forty-fourth Congress, as I recall the number, he was given a
place on the Committee on Naval Affairs. At that time the
question of rehabilitation of the Navy was beginning to be
agltated by some people. Talk of more war was not pleasing
to the ears of a people who were anxious to reengage in the
industries of peace rather than the arts and stratagems of war;
but there were those who were able to look through the fog of
uncertainty and doubt and see that this country was fo be in the
future a great, united, and powerful people, and that it must
have adequate instrumentalities of defense, and, if necessary,
of offense,

Singularly enough at that period, as in this one, it was a time
of investigation rather than of construction. For six years a
member of that committee, he and those who believed as he did
labored hard upon the work of rehabilitation of a Navy, or
rather the creation of a Navy, because after the Civil War we -
had no Navy worthy of the name. The nations of the earth
had taken lessons from some of the incidents of that war, and
the Monitor had been a monitor to all the world that if there
were to be navies there must be new navies, and all the foreign
powers started upon the construction of entirely new navies.

In those days Members of Congress did not have comfortable
offices or personal clerks, and most of them then, as many of
them now, could not afford to pay for a large force out of their
own pockets. It happened that I was a young man in college,
and for a while just before and after I graduated I was able to
spend some time here and help my father in his clerical work.
I had occasion to write and rewrite a list of the old ships and
their armament so many times that I could do it in the dark,
almost, and I saw the men who came here and I heard the
arguments pro and con upon the question of a navy. The
country at that time had not arrived at the period of the resump-
tion of specie payments, but was discussing it with great ear-
nestness and dread. The old officers of the Navy were still
wedded to wooden ships. The era of seel or iron shipbuilding
had only just begun. The nations of the earth were afraid
of the great steam vessel, with its consumption of coal. The
problems before that committee were, What shall be built and
what shall be done? Finally, in the Forty-seventh Congress,
my father was made chairman of that commifftee, ard after
his six years of labor he commenced upon the policy of build-
ing a new steel navy. The questions of steel versus wood, sails
versus steam, sails with auxiliary steam, ram construction,
torpedo equipment, and all those things had been worked through
for a period of six years. In 1883 the committee finally drafted
a bill and reported it to this House calling for the construc-
tion of two steam steel vessels. Old Admiral Porter, who had
been much interested in it, was at first averse to steel. He
then became converted to it, but said its cost was prohibitive.
The steel makers of this country, that industry being then in
its beginning, were invited to come here to Washington and
say how much steel they could make, what sort of steel they
could make, at what price they could produce it, and all those
things pertaining to the steel industry. =

In the old Naval Committee reom, which is now the room of
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, CaxxoN], the senior Member
of this House, I have seen all the steel makers and shipbuilders
of that day—the Cramps,  old John Roach, the Hunts, repre-
sentatives of the Norway Iron Works, of the Thomson Steel
Works, and others—with specimens of flange steel and angle
steel and all the things that they brought here, until the com-
mittee room looked like a boiler shop. Finally, in the c¢losing
days of that session, Admiral Porter, convinced of the wisdom
of the new Navy and of the practicability and possibility of
steel construction, went before the Appropriations Committee
of this House, indorsed the new policy and the Republican
program, and advised the passage of that bill.

Two ships were laid down, the Boston and the Chicago. The
keel of the Bosfon was laid first. The Chicago was finished
first. Now, what changes came between that time and the first
time that the battleship Chicago ever had to engage in a con-
test? Begun in 1883, she never was in a battle until 1898. She
had been outbuilt and outclassed in pursuance of the national
policy adopted in 1883; and yet 15 years after the adoption of
that policy she was with Dewey in Manila Bay, useful and
efficient, and on a single day in her existence justified the ex-
pense and the national policy which had been adopted and
which had then steadily been followed and has been since, from
that day to this. [Applause.]

There are some things in my mind and heart that are lessons
to me. On the day when the news came over the wires to the
little village in which I lived that Dewey had been into Manila
Bay and had dome well the task that he was sent to do, I
walked across my lawn to the house of my aged father, then
grown old and feeble, and I read to him the news that came to
me, and that aged man made no reply but this. He looked at
me and said:

Well, boy, it looks as if eight years of hard work had at last been of

some use to my country.

[Applause.]

But it was 23 years from the fime when he commenced the
work until the day that proved its value.

Can we afford to abandon a policy of preparedness? Why,
the gentleman from Texas says we must wait until all the world
experiments and finds the standard vessel and then build. If
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we had not built in 1883, we would not have been ready in
1808, and we know that in 1808, prepared as we were, we were
vet scared to death to know where the Spanish fleet was going
to turn up and whether we were ready for it.

Mr. BARTLETT. Scared in Boston as well as Savannah.

Mr. HARRIS., Yes; Boston and Savannah both scared to
death. Now, in the active lifetime of the oldest Member of this
House, the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. CaxnNoxn, what things
have come to pass? He is perennially young, but he has to
admit that his years are more than those of some others. He
has seen men who were young officers in the Civil War, who met
the encounter and shock of war, grow to fame and then retire.
Some are still with us, some of them have traveled the road
th:t we all must travel. Dewey, Sigshee, Sampson, Schley, and
Evans, all those men were young officers in my father's time,
and were all for the steel naval program, and all in consulia-
tion with him, and much of the correspondence of that day is
now preserved by me with great respect and honor in my library
at home. They had an equipment which was of that time, and
splendidly they met their duties. They could not have done it
if they had not had the means and instruments fo meet and
overcome the enemy. But it took time to build, to maintain,
to equip, and the policy has been interfered with seldom.

My friend from Georgia asked a question about Secretary
Whitney, who undertook to get his models from abroad at one
time. He sent to England for the model of the Texas, and
when he got her over Lere and built she would hardly stand up-
right until the American naval architect went to work and
fixed her over, and then she proved to be a good ship at
Santiago.

Mr. BARTLETT.
any such question.

Mr, HARRIS. Very well, it was some other Member. I
have seen the day of experiment. We are always experimenting
and have always got to. We first built the Ammen ram, which
had a great steel prow with which we calenlated to run the
enemy down. But when we got the ram done we could not
get her out of her own way. After that we bhad a torpedo
boat Alarm, with wings on each side, and she was going to get
opposite the enemy, run a bar underneath her, put torpedoes
under her, and blow her up. I went down on the Chesapeake
to see the operation of the torpedo, and I never got such a
ducking in my life as I did when a torpedo went off. We
have erected torpedo stations and all sorts of things, all in the
process of experiment and evolutien, and no one ship has been
built that has not been an improvement on the other—it always
must be so—until to-day we not only have a splendid fleet of
ships, not large enough, but we have taught some lessons to
others, and there are some lessons that we have learned from
them.

To-day we are talking about a greater traflic on the great
ocean. To-day we have warships carrying the names of inland
as well as seaboard States, advertising the extent of the
territory and the greatness of this country, and we hope to pave
the way to put onto the ocean where they go a traffic which
ghall be that of commerce and leading to a world-wide peace.
[Applause.]

Why not protect it? We talk about the expense. Gentlemen,
when we first commenced to use kerosene oil we had the little
flat-wick lamp, that would hold perhaps, a pint of oil and burn
for three or four evenings. Then we got the big round-wick
central-draft lamp, that would burn a quart or two of oil in an
evening. TFolks said they were too expensive to use, but by and
by we all woke up to the fact that it was not oil we were after,
but light. Any man who wanfs to may use the old lamp, but he
wants electric light now. He wants light, and in this develop-
ment of our Navy we can remain in the semiobscurity, or com-
plete obscurity, of the old sailing ship, or we can come out in the
broad light of the modern battleship, which gives us that which
we want—safety and insurance for safety.

To-day we have upon our battleships men from the North and
the Sonth and the East and the West, from every section of this
great united country; young men, to be officers, ultimately com-
manders, perhaps; men who will officer, command, and sail those
ghips. Do we want them to go out info the ocean and possibly
into contest, if unhappily it shall come, without the equipment
of their day and time, ag Dewey and Schley and Sampson had
the equipment of their time, doubtful of it as we were? I think
not. Those men will vie with each other to prove their devotion
to n beloved and united country. We have the men, and whether
it is a case of ship to ship, or whether it is a case of desperate
individual enterprise, like that of Cushing or of the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Hoesox] in the Merrimac incident at San-
tiago Harbor, we will have the men, and all we want for insur-
ance of our safety is to give them the ships.

The gentleman is mistaken; I did not ask

Let not this House be deterred from making proper appro-
priations from any mistaken notions of economy. Such ap-
propriations are but the premiums upon the insurance of our
national safety and honor. Without them we are in peril. We
may meet with shame and ultimate humiliation. In my judg-
ment, the people of this country in that department want nothing
called or spelled economy, but which means peril and humilia-
tion possibly, and any action of this House making appropria-
tions insuring the honor and safety of this eountry, appropria-
tions guided solely by the motive of securing those, will not
meet with criticism, but with universal approval. [Applause.]

Mr. McKENZIE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. Certainly,

Mr. McKENZIE. Does the gentleman understand that what
is known as a naval program contemplates a maximum number
of battleships?

Mr. HARRIS. What does the gentleman mean by maximum?
I understand the naval program has been ever since 1883 to
increase our strength all of the time, offsetting that which
comes by mere outclassing or by becoming obsolete—building
enough to meet depreciation and making always some advance.
We have not undertaken to overtake or outsirip England or the
countries that had the start of us, but we are trying to get
somewhere near them and insure the national defense.

Mr. McKENZIE. The point I would like to have made clear.
in my mind is as to whether or not we are working to an end
to have a Navy of a certain size, and that the policy is to build
s0 many ships each year until we arrive at that maximum and
then keep our Navy at that strength.

Mr, HARRIS. Of course I can hardly answer what may be
the policy of a Naval Committee which is charged with the
duty of preparing the yearly budget, but I have stated in this
way that I saw the shaping of a policy of creating and main-
taining and increasing the Navy, and to-day, after 36 years,
when that policy was commenced upon, I find myself, singu-
larly enough, confronting the situation that my father did
when we had a Congress opposed to the Navy. The policy was
then adopted, and I do not want to see it abandoned. Just
what the framework of it may be I can not tell, except to
maintain and inerease.

I yield back the balance of my time, and ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the IRREcorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. MagEer].

Mr. MAHER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit-
tee, I have carefully studied the bill reported from the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs, which is now under consideration, and
on page 63 provision is made for the increase of the Navy.
In that provision no allowances are made for battleships.

Mr. Chairman, I am here as a Representative in part of the
great State of New York, and believe I am voicing the senti-
ment of a majority of the people of that State by advoeating
the building of battleships, The United States of America is
considered to-day as a world power, and we must maintain that
position. I have spoken to several people in reference to this
question, and it is not my intention to adversely criticize their
opinion, although I disagree with them. There are some who
will argue that at this session we should dispense with the ap-
propriation for battleships and increase our naval strength by
building more fast cruisers, torpedo boats, torpedo-boat de-
stroyers, and submarines. I believe smaller vessels are neces-
sary to our Navy. However, recent wars have demonstrated
that it was the battleships that did the fighting and settled
the question of supremacy. I was surprised to learn that
others take the position that this country has won great victo-
ries when we had no Navy to speak of. Mr. Chairman, that
was almost a century and a half ago, and I am certain that if
we had had a first-class Navy at that time there would have
been no Valley Forge, and the sufferings of the patriots there
would have no place in our history. The nations of the world
are sparing no effort to increase their navies; in fact, they are
gning to the extreme limit of their treasuries in some cases.

From time to time we hear of The Hague peace meetings.
There, if I am not misinformed, representative men from the
various nations assemble for the purpose of devising some
means to establish a world’s peace., Their work is to be en-
couraged ; their object is a laudable one; but we must not forget
the fact that while they are holding out the olive branch of
peace to each other their Governments at home are insisting
upon the building of battleships. This state of affairs makes it
imperative that the United States Government should continue
to increase our Navy. No sane man wants war. We want
peace, DBut it must be a peace with honor. With that thought
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in mind, let me read a few lines from Washington's Farewell
Address to the American people. I read:

As a very important source of strength and secm‘itf, cherish public
credit, One method of preserving it is to use it as sparingly as possible,
avoiding occasions ol expense by cultivating peace, but remembering,
also, that timely disbursements, to prepare for danger, frequently pre-
vent much greater disbursements to repel it.

Mr. Chairman, this quotation from our first President's ad-
dress can be applied to the present situation in this House. No
doubt the principle of economy practiced by the majority party
in this House will receive public approval, as they have demon-
strated that there was room to curtail expenses in several de-
partizents of the Federal Government without interfering with
their efliciency. Although I realize the necessity for economy
at this time, I believe it would be unwise to extend it to the
Navy Department. In discussing the gquestion ¢f economy it
recalls to my mind an old but true saying, * Be careful lest you
be a peany wisge and a pound foolish.” At this time I wish to
read some figures relative to the warship tonnage and naval
budgets of the principal foreign powers:

Relative order of warship tonnage.

Tons.
Great Dritain 1, 896, 140
United States_- s 7567, T11
Germany AL = a7 T490, 609
France_ 630, 705
Japan_ R 421, 369
Ruoesla oo -0 ol 297, 8190
P71 S el S B e S Uit e e R 203, 812
Austria ey 167, 903

The case were vessels now building completed.

Tons.
Great Britain o 2,324, 579
RO ETARA T L i b e v ST 1, 087, 390
United States 883, 066
France_____ = T41, 425
Japan__ 590, 119
Russia__ 473, 870
Italy.-- A e 312,122
Austria ol e ety 267, 442

Naval budgets of the principal forecign powers.
] -

England. Germany. France
1001-1002 v....| $180,741,811 362,400 | $67, 1688, 728
1902-1903 171, 436, 43, 861, 400 59, 206, 760
1503-1004 104,660,076 | £0,598,500 820,128
19041903 199, 828, 40, 147,000 60,259,110
1905-1906 130, B35, 417 54, 978, 000 61, 648, 121

1906-1907 168,378,666 | 58,405,200 , 593,
1907-1508 50,308,733 | 69,210,400 60, 766,979
1908-1900 163, 084, 781 80, 444, 000 62,278,000
1500-1910. 175,484,207 | 07,722,800 |  £4,986, 404
1910-1911 109,963,376 | 106,581,000 73, 108, 522
1911-1912. ... ---| 218,418,482 | 107,314,200 80,371,109

10101008, i iiiiacioeareeseese| 1 214,802,788 [1112,254,580 | 182,364,

Russia. Ttaly. Austria.
1001-1002 845,540,301 | $23,913,041 28,866, 179
1902-1903 50,737,367 | 23,553,000 9,512, 144
19031904 60,000,168 | 23,553,000 9,073, 444
1504-1905 58, 154,218 24,332,500 12,728, 138
1605-1906 60, 508, 996 24,527, 160 18, 652,372
1906-1307 G0, 753, S04 3, 900, 262 11, 670, 952
1907-1908 43,069,693 | 27,553,540 13, 205, 442
19081909 40,743,930 | 30,404,428 12,057, 586
1608-1010. ... 46,962, 538 81,812,834 9, 708, 542
1910-1811. .. 49, 769, 359 40, 585, 204 17, 255, 230
1011-1912_ 3 e (el T 40,750,978 | 25,074,067
1912-0913 i aiiiiciliiiiiaioo.| LB4,571,240 | 141,859,030 1 28, 318, 500

! Estimates.

Russla: Special additional credits as follows: 1902, amount not
known ; 1904-5, special war fund, amount not known; 1904-1807,
$8,748,000, vohmtm-g contributions.

Italy : Also, $3,110,400, divided between 1900-1901 and 1901-2,

Japan.

1901-2 $21, 830, 503
A et e 18, 031, 701
19034 17, 928, 288
1904-5_ cdt 10, 221, 050
1905-6 —-— 11, 621, 2
1906-7 e 30, T14, 525
1907-8 i 35, 874, 753
1008-9 - , 187, 95
1909-10 A ———— 35, 763,587
1910-11___ e 37, 608, 156
1911-12 43, 231, 235
1912-13 LSk 46, 158, 216

In some cases, notably Germany and Japan, the above does
not necessarily represent the actual expenditures. Money is
undoubtedly transferred to the Navy from other appropriations
and does not appear as naval expenditures.

The expenditures during the Russo-Japanese War are addi-
tional to the budgets given for these years for Russia and
Japan, the amounts not being known.

There are some who say that my great interest in this ques-
tion is caused by the fact that there is a Government navy
yard in my home city. I am looking upon this question as one
of national importance. It is not a local issue, nor a partisan
one. I am not unmindful of the interest of the Brooklyn Navy
Yard. If the question were where to build battleships, the
Brooklyn Navy Yard would need no champion on the floor of
this House, for they have clearly demonstrated their ability,
skill, and facilities to build the very best battleships afloat;
and at this time I wish to read into the Recorp an article from
the Scientific American:

WARSHIP CONSTRUCTION AT OUR NAVY YARDS,
[From the Sclentific American, Jan. 11, 1908.]1

Popular fallacies die hard, especially when they are kept alive by
persistent and interested misrepresentation. A notable instance of this
is the statement so often made and too widely believed that it costs a
great deal more and takes considerably longer to bulld a hnttlesl;!p at
a Government navy yard than it does at a private shipyard. There
was a time, it is true, when navy-yard ships were very costly and took an
unconscionable time to complete : but that was over 20 years ago, when
political control of navy yards was rampant and before a ceriain
courageous young naval constructor, who later became Chiet Constructor
of the Navy, undertook the task of rescuing our navy yards from political
control, reforming their many abuses, and ]glutting them in flrst-class
working shape. It was the regeneration of these yards which rendered
it possible for them to take hold of the highest class of naval work
and complete it in the same time and for only slightly more cost than
the best of our private yards. This was clearly proved some years later
in the construction of the large modern battleship, the Connecticut, at
the New York Navy Yard., when the work was carried through so ex-
peditiously that the private yard which had taken the contract for the
sister ship had to extend itself to the utmost to keep pace with the
Government-built ship. One of the main objects of giving work of new
construction to the navy yards was to spur the private builders to
greater activity, for up to that time it was a notorions fact that the
Government contract work was treated as a kind of standby in the
private yards, the first attention being given to orders for private
firms. The record made by the Connecticut for rapid construction
has acted as a most effective spur to the private yards, and our latest
warships, in spite of their greater size, are being built in from 50 to GO
per cent of the time taken to build the earller ships.

‘fhe agitation in favor of navy-bullt ships originated within the
Navy itself, and its most eifective advocate was the naval constructor
above referred to, Mr. Francis T. Bowles, who subsequently left the
Navy and is now the president of ome of the great shipyards opon
which the Government depends mainly for the construction of ils new
Navy. The most complete and convineing presentation of the argu-
ments in favor of navy-built ships is that made by Mr. Bowles in the
year 1000 before a congressional committee on naval affairs appointed
to consider the guestion. Just now, when the guestion is again being
agitated, it would be impossible to find a better brief for the case than
this testimony of the former constructor.

In his evidence before the committee Mr. Bowles stated that the
first advantage of bullding ships in navy yards is that it maintains
the efficiency of the mechanical force and of the plant and shops.

“The reason that we have navy yards is fo vame curselves with
the means of equipping and keeping our ships in good order for pur-
poses of war; and, with that end in view and in the light of our recent
experiences, It is essentinl that the orsanization of a mechanical force
and the equipment should be kept in efficient condition.

“ Now, if in these yards, which are essential to the object of the
Navy, we should kesp a vessel or two vessels bullding all the time, we
wonld have a nucleus of a complete force, and it would be necessary, in
order to do that work with a reasonable degree of economy, that our
yards should be kept in good order.

“The fact that a vessel Iz building in a navy yard makes it possible
to conduet the repair work of the fleet economiecally and rapidly, be-
ecause if a vessel comes In for repairs, as soon as it is determined what
it is necessary to do the force is avallable and every shop is in work-
ing order, and the chances are that there is a stock of material on
hand of every kind that would be nceded to make these repairs. The
matter of having the material on hand is one of the most essential
items in carrying work on rapidly,

“The third advantage is that the amount expended for repairs will
be reduced by the fact of having shipbuilding in the yard. That may
seem a curious thing, but it is gerrectly true that if you have got
enough to do to keep an efficient force at work there will be ne tend-

| eney whatever to magnify repair work or even to devote attention to

considering what improvements can be made in existing ships.

“The fourth advantage in carrying on new work in the navy yards
is that it enables the Government to maintain a high standard of work-
manship and design, by which the contractors can be made to conform
toﬂ wh?t is necessary under their contracts, and I consider this a great
advantage.

“1 will combine that with the fifth item on my list—that building
ships in navy yards provides a training for those who must fnspect the
contract work. I maintain that a man is unfit to be a Government
inspector, to tell the contractor how his work shall be done and what
is acceptable and what is not acceptable, unless he has had that kind
of work himself.

“The next advantage to the Government in doing the work is that
no profit has to be made. The cost of inspection can also be saved.
When a ship is built by contract the Government maintains a forece of
inspectors and draftsmen, who inspect the work in gmgross and make
the projected plans. The cost of a trial trip is another item saved, for
it is the custom to remunerate the contractor, either in his contract
or fairly as an extra bill, for all the expenses of the trial trip.”

Now, since the above telling arguments were presented—and they
are just as valid to-day as when they were made—the question, as we
have noted above, has been 111:ut to the test by the construction at
Brooklyn of one of a pair of the largest battleships so far built for our
Navy; and the question maturally arises, How far have the predie-
tions of the former chief constructor been verified? In answer, it can
be said that the Connecticut, in spite of the strennous efforts of the
private firm which was bunilding the sister ship Louisiana, was com-
pleted within the same time as that ship and within two or three
months’ less time than called for by the contract. Because of the fact
that hours are shorter and the pay somewhat higher in the Govern-
ment yards, no claim was ever made that the Conneclicut could be
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built as cheaply as the Lowisians. It was estimated that she would
cost about 10 per cent more than the other ship. As a matter of IIJ.‘%
in the final summing of the costs it was found that she cost oné{
per cent more, The latest official report of the vaéy Department gives
the total cost of the two ships to Heptember 30, 1907—the figures in-
cluding the expense of alterations chargeable to or construction,
and aigso of armor and manent ordnance fittings—as follows: For
the Connecticut, $6,367,308.22; for the Louisiana, $6,037,344.47.

The question may be raised as to whether as good a ship can be built
at our navy yards as at private yards. Perhaps the most conclusive
test of this point is to compare the actual cost of repairs on these two
ﬁh.\pa gince their completion. Fortunately, the figures are available;

or the same report vaes the cost of such repairs for the Connectiout
as $94,214.56, and for the Louisiana as $110,500.19, a difference of
about 17 per cent in favor of the Connecticut. As a matter of fact,
the comparison i8 more favorable than appears on the face, and this
for the reason that the totals for the Connecticut include repairs made
necessary by her having been run aground during the past summer, an
:hcfldt;g:ei \;'h.lch, of course, is in no sense chargeable to the work on the

P 5

In regard to the 5 per cent increased cost of the Comnecticut, it Is
but fair to draw attentlon to the fact that this bei!%gethe first large
battleship to be buiit at the Brooklyn Navy Yard, re are several
items of cost charged to her which would not appear against any sub-
sequent battleship built upon the same ways. are expenses due
to work of a preparatory kind; to the provision of speclal tools In the
machine shops and special appliances in the yard, which, once built,
will be available for subsequent ships.

Thus, the ﬂ] aration of slip, cribbing, and scaffolding cost over
£39,000 for t emgomwcﬁcut, as against $12,000 for the Lowisiana; so
also the cost of preparing launching ways and launching the ship cost
over 100 per cent more for the navy-yard shi[;. There would no
such difference in the cost of the next battleship to be built on these
same launching ways. Again in the preparation of beds and erecting,
the list shows a cost of Z{E.GOG or about 100 per cent for the Con-
necticut. This item probably refers to the beds on which the engines
were bullt; yet these beds are now a part of the permanent g)lant of
the erecting shop, and Indeed are now being unsed for bmilding the
engines for the collier Vestal. It would be possible to follow the com-
parison further if we had time, and show that if the cost of these
preliminary preparations and of special tools and appliances were
charged to the plant of the yard, to which they proper& belong, the
difference of 5 per cent between the Connecticut and the Louisiane
would be not a little reduced.

TIME TAKEN TO BUILD OTHER SHIPS.

The official record of the building of the other 21 best-known ships
In the Navy shows that not one them was built In contract time.

The Nebraske, built by  Moran Bros., of Seattle, and the Georgia, built
by the Bath Iron Works, of th, Me., were over three years 1onger
building than the Connectiout.

The New Jersey, built by the Fore River Sh}ﬁbnlldmg Co., at Fore
River, Mass,, and the Virginia, built by the Newport News Co., at
Newpart News, Va., were over two rs longer building than the
COonnecticut, although the Connecticut Is larger than any of these ships
l? 15 feet in length, and by 73 inches in beam, 9 inches in draft, and
ltsﬁf) tz,:'sé)amcement 1,000 tons greater, the coal capacity being larger by

I am in favor of an appropriation for the building of battle-
ghips. [Applause.]

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. VorstEAD].

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, Congress, on May 30, 1908,
created what was known as the National Monetary Commission
and charged it with the duty of inquiring into what changes are
necessary or desirable in our monetary system and in the laws
relating to banking and currency. This commission made its re-
port last January, in which it recommended very radical changes.
To its report it appends a proposed bill embodying these changes.
I desire to call attention to some of the provisions of this bill.
I approach this subject with considerable hesitation. I am
aware that the recommendations have the approval of the en-
tire commission, a commission made up of men for whom I have
the highest respect and with whom I regret very much to differ,
but I fear that the commission must have felt constrained to
shape its proposed legislation so as to avoid the opposition of
certain banking and financial interests, who are now strenu-
ously supporting its recommendations by organizing bankers
and business men to push this plan through Congress. They
are very impatient of any criticlsm. Let me say, however, that
if this plan can not stand criticism, it should not pass.

In brief, the plan is this: A corporation is to be formed with
a capital stock of not less than $100,000,000, which is to be
owned by the banks of the country in proportion to their
capital stock. This corporation is to have 1 central office and
15 or more branch offices. It is to be invested with the usual
powers of a bank; it may receive deposits, make loans, buy
and sell bonds, notes, and bills of exchange, and is fo have the
exclusive power of issuing bank notes. In other words, the
plan is to create a great central bank of issue like the European
central banks, Instead of calling it a bank, as such an in-
stitution would be known in Europe and elsewhere, it is to be
called the National Reserve Association. This name is not
descriptive. No one can miss the fact that the overshadowing
function of the bank is to issue currency. Pages of the plan
are devoted to that feature, while it almost fails to mention
bank reserves at all. Secant place is found for a line or two,
just enough to say that deposits placed with this central bank
may be counted as a part of the reserves of the bank making
the deposit. The reading of the plan certainly never suggested

the name. Was it not for fear that a central bank would be
unpopular that the commission called its creation a National
Reserve Association? If so, will not this lack of courage and
candor do more to defeat the plan than a frank avowal of its
real nature? The American public demands fair and frank
treatment. It has no patience with any scheme, no matter
how meritorious, that dreads the light of day. If a central
bank is what we need, we ought not, however, allow prejudice
to prevent us from securing one. In almost every European
country there is a central bank. It is also true that there has
been less danger of bank panics in those countries than has
been the case with us; but it does not follow as a consequence
that security against panics is due to the central banks or that
it is necessary to establish one in this counfry. If banking in
this country was carried on in as conservative a manner as in
Europe, there would be but very little danger of panics. So
long as banks permit their funds to be used in reckless specula-
tion, and so long as law and public opinion will tolerate the
issune of untold millions of fictitious or inflated stocks, bonds,
and other securities, upon which bank credits rest, we shall
have panics with or withont a central bank. No banking sys-
tem can save a bankrupt bank or prevent runs upon if.

Shonld we ereate this proposed central bank we must not de-
ceive ourselves with the idea that it will serve us as well as
like institutions serve people in Europe. Heunry Clews, the great
New York financier, in his book, Fifty Years in Wall Street,
says:

SBuch a bank as the Bank of England, or the Bank of France could
not be created, either in a day or a generation, for those time-honored
institutions are the growth of ages. They are very much older than
any of the other banks there, and, under the control of their respective
Governments, they have grown ug with their countries and come

ractically, aiLhmhgh not by ownership, Government institutions. Hence
heir prestige and power and the impossibility of other banks super-
seding them.

This statement of Mr. Clews may be applied generally to
the other state banks of Europe.

If we are to have a central bank it must be so planned that
it will deserve and command the fullest confidence of the public
g0 that in times of stress it can stem the tide of panic. It
must above all other things be solvent and possessed of ample
means, in excess of its own immediate liabilities that are avail-
able at any time for use in helping others. Let us see if this
bank is planned to be solvent. This bank is to organize when
$100,000,000 of its capital stock is paid in. As soon as it is
organized it becomes its duty to purchase within one year
thereafter all the 2 per cent Government bonds then on deposit
with the Comptroller of the Currency as security for our pres-
ent bank-note circulation, amounting to about $700,000,000. It
is authorized to and must pay for these bonds by issuing bank
notes of its own. When this has been done what is the status
of this bank? It holds $100,000,000 of capital and $700,000,000
in bonds, and owes $700,000,000 upon its notes. You strike a
balance and there is left $100,000,000, and of course you say it
is solvent. But this plan provides that the bonds so purchased
must be held by this bank during the period of its corporate
existence, except that after five years the Secretary of the
Treasury may permit the bank fo sell not to exceed $50,000,000
of them each year thereafter, to which is added a proviso that
they Government reserves the right to purchase af par or pay
any of these bonds at any time. This in effect locks up these
bonds and prevents their use as a means for obtaining money
with which to meet the bank notes. It may be contended that
this bank has general power to borrow money against any of
its bonds, but this provision is clearly not applicable to these
bonds, as the proposed act expressly provides that the bank
shall continue to hold them. The right to pledge these bonds
as security necessarily carries with it the right to part with
title to them. If this bank is to have this right then it may,
suffer them to be sold and with the proceeds retire all its bank
notes and thus contract our currency $700,000,000 or more.
The plan clearly contemplates that this bank shall start with
outstanding obligations of $700,000,000 due on demand, and shall
have as available assets for the payment of this enormous
indebtedness only $100,000,000. But even this $100,000,000 has
a string to it that prevents its use. It is provided that 25 per
cent of this $700,000,000, or $175,000,000, must be held against
these notes as a reserve, so that instead of having for use
$100,000,000, the first duty of the bank will be to go out and
borrow $75,000,000 more of reserve money. To do this it will
not only be necessary to borrow £75,000,000, but enough more to
provide a reserve against this added indebtedness. It will take
$112 500,000 more to mnke a sufficient amount to enable the bank
to call itself technically solvent. It will then have an indebted-
ness of $812,500,000, and still it will not have a dollar available
for the redemption of any of its notes without borrowing the
money. And this is the bank that is to help others when people
lose faith in the solvency of all banks.
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The object of purchasing these bonds is to retire seven hun-
dred million of our present bank notes and substitute in place
of them notes of this bank, and this is on the plea that it will
substitute a better class of notes. Are these notes going to be
better? Our present notes are not only guaranteed by the
Government, but are a direct obligation and a first lien upon
the assets of the banks issuing them. It is not a guoaranty
that has to be enforced by a sheriff’s sale of bonds or on ligui-
dation 50 years hence. The banks are required to keep a fund
with the Government for the redemption of their notes, and
all notes are paid on demand by the United States whether the
bank whose note is presented for payment has enough money
there for the purpose or not. - In the year ending October 31,
1011, more than $£587,000,000, or about 80 per cent of all notes
in eirculation, were so redeemed. If every note had been pre-
sented it would have been paid either by the Government or by
the bank issuing it, not by borrowing money belonging to some
one else but with money belonging to the banks. The Govern-
ment is not to guarantee the notes of this central bank or hold
any fund or security to compel their redemption, nor are the
baunks liable except as stockholders, and then only in the event
that this central bank becomes bankrupt. Our bank notes are
as good as gold, and the method under which they are issued
saves to our Government in interest more than ten millions an-
nually. It makes it possible to issue bonds that cost us only
about 14 per cent per annum, while if this plan goes into effect
we shall probably have difficulty in selling bonds in the future
at 3 per cent.

It is apparent that this plan would collapse at once if suit-
able provision was made for the redemption of these notes.
This bank is expressly prohibited from having any domestic
transaction with anyone except the Government and its stock-
holders. This clearly forbids this bank from redeeming any
of its notes unless presented by the Government or one of its
stockholders. Still, a bank or trust company not a stock-
holder is compelled to accept pay in these notes. Should these
notes depreciate in value, this arrangement will in effect give
to the banks that are stockholders a first lien upon the funds
of the central bank. They could present these notes for re-
demption and receive par in the money held by the central
bank, while others could not reach this fund and would have to
Docket their losses. This would inevitably discredit these notes.

Another contrivance to prevent the collapse of this bank is
the provision that its notes may be held by other banks as part
of their reserves. This is a departure from a time-honored
policy, but is no doubt necessary if the scheme is to float at all,
even on the high tide of prosperity. This makes a markét for
these notes and will tend to prevent their return for redemp-
tion. But this will enable the banks to discriminate against
the greenbacks and silver ecertificates and may eause us no end
of trouble, especially as no limit is placed upon the size of the
bank notes that may be issued. Foreign Governments are care-
ful to limit the size of such notes. The Bank of England can
not issue a note for less than £5, or about $25. The provision
that these bank notes may be held as bank reserves makes it
possible to have an almost unlimited expansion of currency
and credits. Banks may transfer their gold to the central bank
in exchange for its bank notes, and for every dollar of gold =o
secured this bank may issue two of its own notes, $1 to effect
the exchange and $1 in discounting paper. There is more than
$1,500,000,000 of gold in cireulation. The silver money and
greenbacks can also be made to do double duty. The banks can
gather up this currency and place it on deposit with this cen-
tral bank, and while there they may still count it as reserves
in their own vaults. As =oon as it reaches the central bank,
that institution may, in discounting paper, issue against these
reserves bank notes equal to their amount. The silver and green-
backs equal another billion. Still, this is only a small fraction
of expansion made possible by this plan. The other banks ean
take these notes and build upon them a credit structure that
would stagger the most reckless speculator that ever trod the
turf.

The one thing in our present credit system that tends to keep
speculation somewhat within reason is the limit that our re-
serve money automatically puts upon bank loans. A bank can
not legally loan out all of its deposits. When it is remembered
that the chief business of a bank is to berrow money and re-
loan if, and that much of this money are deposits due on de-
mand, it is evident that reserves play a very important part.
The national banks are required to keep, on an average, one-
sixth of their deposits to repay them. As the amount reserved
for that purpose decreases the bank must curtail or collect in
loans so as to have on hand money to meet further withdrawals
of deposits. This tends to limit the dmount of loans that a
bank can make, as there is a limit on the amount of money that
can be used as reserves. This plan removes that limitation by
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permitting these bank notes, the amount of which is practieally
unlimited, to be used as reserve money by other banks. Not

only does the plan provide that the $700,000,000 of notes issued
to retire our present bank-note circulation, not mow reserve
money, may be held by other banks as reserves, but that every

l4:011‘11:11' issued by this central bank in ifs business may be so
eld.

It is urged that such expansion is not possible. The reasons
chiefly relied on are that the bank can only invest its funds in
short-time commercial paper, and that there is a tax upon the
bank notes if they exceed nine hundred million. The class of
paper that it may invest in can easily be provided, as I will try
to explain a little later on, and if I correctly construe the pro-
vision in regard to the tax upon bank notes, it might as well be
frankly admitted that no tax is contemplated. It is barely pos-
sible that a situation might arise that would permit the impo-
sition of a tax, but it is such a remote possibility that it is
almost negligible. The advocates of the plan usually claim that
all notes in excess of $800,000,000 are to be taxed, but that is
not correct. The provision is that all notes in excess of nine
hundred million not covered by an equal amount of money held
by the central bank shall be taxed. Under this plan the other
banks may deposit with this central bank, say, five hundred
million or more of their reserves. Against this $500,000,000
then held by the central bank as a reserve it could, in dis-
counting paper to that amount, issue in payment therefor its
own notes. The central bank would then have outstanding
$500,000,000 in bank notes and owe $500,000,000 to its depos-
itors, or a total of one thousand million. It would hold the
$500,000,000 in money to cover the notes, and this same money
would, under the plan, serve as a sufficient reserve against the
one thousand million dollars, as only 50 per cent of the total
liabilities of the bank are required as a reserve. The provision
that the note holders have a first lien upon the assets would
make whatever money might be in its vaults cover the notes,
and as a consequence this $500,000,000 of bank notes would have
to be deducted from the total of bank notes outstanding in
determining the amount of the tax to be paid. In other words,
for every dollar that the Government or a bank deposits with
this central bank it may issue another dollar of tax-free notes;
and as the banks can, without loss to themselves, put all the
reserves that they are now required under the law to keep in
their own vaults in this central bank to swell the amount de-
posited there by the Government, it is evident that $900,000,000
is only a fraction of the untaxed currency provided for.

The Monetary Commission recognizes the danger which this
plan presents. It says in its report:

Our main rellance for preventing undue expansion must, however, be
the local and district associations
and the reserve association.

If the proposed bank had behind it centuries of careful, wise,
and honest management as have most of the European central
banks we might have less hesitation. There custom, tantamount
to unwritten law, restrains and guides such banks. Here no
such- custom exists. S8till we propose to start a like institution
with greater capital and almost limitless powers. The Bank
of England, the most powerful financial institution on earth,
has no such power to issue bank notes. The English Govern-
ment owes to it a little less than $90,000,000, and to that extent
it may issue bank notes, but for every dollar that it issues in
excess of this it must hold an equal amount of gold in ifs
vaults, and for every note that the bank issues the stock-
holders are individually liable. The Scotch banks are often
spoken of s authorized to issue bank notes in unlimited figures
against their assets. They have no such power. They may
issue a small amount of uncovered notes. The aggregate that
all can issue is about §15,000,000. Beyond this amount, which
is fixed by their charters, they are limited like the Bank of
England to the issue of notes covered by gold in their vaults
and their stockholders are also liable individually for all the
notes issued. No danger of overexpansion in either England
or Scotland. The Bank of Germany may issue a little less than
$131,000,000 of uncovered and tax-free notes, and in addition
it may issue an amount equal to whatever money it may have
in its vaults. Beyond this it can not issue a dollar without
paying a tax upon the issue of 5 per cent per annum. This
tax makes the issue unprofitable and checks expansion. The
report of the Comptroller of the Currency for 1911 shows that
this bank holds cash in excess of ifs circulating notes. The
total issune of the Bank of France against gold coin and other
assets is limited by law to about $1,100,000,000 against which
it holds about $700,000,000 in gold besides Government securities
and other assets. Outside of a comparatively small amount
due to it from France it aims to keep all its issue covered with
gold. It believes in keeping its feet upon the rock of real
values and ascribes the low interest rate in France not to its
power to issue notes, but to its large reserve in gold.
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In connection with this it is important to consider that those
banks, in countries where confidence in such institotions is no
doubt much greater than this bank can hope to secure, feel
constrained to hold reserves ranging from 50 to 100 per cent of
their liabilities. These figures are very significant when it is
remembered that the policy pursued by those banks is to in-
vest their money in the highest class of mercantile paper due
almost on demand, so that practically every dollar of their in-
debtedness, including the bank notes, can be paid in a few
days. How radically different is the arrangement in this plan?
It prescribes a reserve of 50 per cent of all liabilities, but
modifies this by allowing this central bank to deduct from such
liabilities in figuring such reserves an amount equal to one-
Lalf of the seven hundred million of bonds that it is to pur-
chase, This means that the seven hundred million of bank
notes issned in place of the present notes are to be secured by
a reserve of only 25 per cent, and this notwithstanding the fact
that this bank is charged with the duty of keeplng the bonds
upon which they are supposed to rest during the period of its
corporate existence. And let us not forget that this seven
hundred million is only one item of our credit currency. Our
greenbacks and depreciated silver swell this to enormous
figures. The report of the Comptroller of the Currency to
which I have referred says that we have already $784,000,000 of
uncovered paper in addition to about $700,000,000 of silver
worth 50 per cent of its face. France has the next largest
amount of uncovered paper—some 223,000,000—and the largest
amonnt of silver—some 400,000,000. But this is not all. Not
only is the foundation upon which this staggering load of credit
currency rests to be undermined and weakened, but to make col-
lapse doubly sure the Monetary Commission makes provision for
200,000,000 more of untaxed notes which, they say, business will
demand, and for fear that not even this will satisfy the greed of
speculation they add to this vast sum 300,000,000 more at a
nominal tax of 1} per cent, and then they urge this plan as one
in the interest of safety and as a panacea against panies.
Why not advertise for a barrel of whisky for a drunken man
to sober up on?

The history of every panic shows that it was due to an over-
expansion of credits. Bankers and business men borrowed more
money than they could pay. Suddenly everybody concluded to
have a day of reckoning, and we called it a panic. We have
just tried this kind of a remedy against panics. When the
speculative craze that culminated in 1907 was staggering to its
ruin in the fall of 1906, with call money from 30 to 40 per cent
in New York, the Secretary of the Treasury, at the behest of the
banks, forced into circulation in the course of two months
$100,000,000 of bank notes besides some $23,000,000 of Govern-
ment gold from the Treasury, but it only added zest to the spirit
of speculation and made the gloom of 1907 still darker.

We all remember the panic of 1893. Are we willing to legis-
late to ereate another such disaster? During the panic of 1893 we
had afloat about $346,000,000 of greenbacks, and our silver circula-
tion was about $190,000,000 below par, making a total of credit
money of $536,000,000 besides the bank notes. For the main-
tenance of this money at par the vast resources, the boundless
credit and the faith of this Government was pledged. It held
in the Treasury the seigniorage upon the silver coinage worth
some $70,000,000 and a reserve in gold of about $100,000,000;
gtill what happened? The Treasury was forced fo sell $362,-
000,000 in bonds, at 4 and 5 per cent interest, to secure enough
gold to keep this money at par, and President Cleveland has-
tened to call Congress together for the express purpose of re-
pealing the so-called Sherman Silver Purchasing Act, under
which some $50,000,000 in silver was added to our cirenlation
each year. A very insignificant sum when it is remembered that
the silver was purchased at its actual value and no more silver
dollars were issued than an amount at par equal to the money
paid for the silver.

When this central bank is in operation we shall still have the
same amount of greenbacks as we had then. We have a larger
amount of silver, and it is worth considerably less per dollar,
as the silver in the silver dollar was then about 67 cents, while
now it is worth only about 50. Our bank-note circulation
was then only about $375,000,000, while now it is in excess of
$700,000,000, to which it is proposed to add untold millions, not
of notes resting upon available resources and subject to prompt
redemption, but notes that must be kept afloat to prevent bank-
ruptey, and that can only be kept afloat by borrowing from
Peter to pay Paul. This bank is to start with a demand
liability seven times greater than its available resources, a
liability which it is in effect forbidden to pay during its cor-
porate existence. Its very life depends upon an irredeemable
bank-note circulation. Every argument that has been made
against flat money can be made against this plan. It is sur-

prising that men who in the past have steadfastly opposed all
such schemes appear to favor this. Do the lessons of the past
serve no useful purpose? The limitations imposed upon the
banks of issune in Europe are the result of sad experience. In
England those limitations were written in 1844 as the result
of the panics of 1825, 1836, and 1839, all due, as the people of
England then believed and still believe, to an excessive issue of
bank notes. No amount of persuasion has induced the English
people to relax these restrictions, though often a subject of
bitter controversy.

Not only is the power to issue hank notes rigidly limited in
most countries, but there appears to be a growing disposition
to provide for a large measure of governmental control—mnot
simply supervision. The central banks of Germany and France
are controlled by their respective Governments; and the Bank
of England is so closely allied to the English Government that
it is almost a Government institution, though privately man-
aged. The German Government actually manages the Bank
of Germany. The stockholders may advise and may prevent
the bank from making loans to the Government, but are
otherwise practically without influence. The governor of the
Bank of France is appointed by the State. He has the general
direction of the affairs of the bank, presides at all meetings of
the directors, and may veto any of their acts. No paper can be
discounted that he disapproves of, and he appoints all the em-
ployees, This plan for a central bank gives the Government
absolutely no control; a provision is even inserted in the pro-
posed bill to prevent Congress from amending the act except at
the end of each 10-year period. All the participation that the
Government is accorded in the management of this bank is just
about enough to permit it to have some knowledge of what the
bank may do. I would hesitate to place such a bank under the
management of the National Government, but I hesitate still
more to turn over to such an institution without any security,
as is proposed, hundreds of millions of Government money each
year—the money that the Government must have to maintain its
very existence. Under the proposed act it is not discretionary
with the Government to deposit its money with this bank; it
must do so. =

I have but little patience with the extreme solicitude ex-
pressed by many that politics may interfere with such a bank,
If it should pursue a course injurious to the publie, politics
ought to interfere; if it does not, the danger is extremely slight.
It is almost impossible to stir public interest and feeling suffi-
ciently to correct any evil, let alone doing to business an act of
injustice when it is pursuing a proper and legitimate course.
But is there not another side to this question of politics? May
we not hesitate to form this vast combination of all the banks
in this country, with their hundreds of thousands of stock-
holders scatteréd over every hamlet between the two seas? If
this central bank is formed, it will bind together all the banks
and give them many interests in common. Contemplate the
vast power that this organization wiil have, not only over
banks, but over business and the Government itself. It will
have power to reward and punish friends and enemies. It will
bring into close touch with the vast banking and business infer-
ests men who are natural leaders. These men will inevitably
drift into polities, and with such an organization behind them,
cemented together by self-interest and class pride, can you meas-
ure its power? Perfect this organization and put it behind
any demand for additional privileges, for additional favors,
and what will happen? I do not believe that it is of the slight-
est importance that Wall Street is not given direct control.
No such organization can possibly escape Wall Street domi-
nation.

No country has a counterpart to this scheme. In every other
country care is taken to keep the central banks as independ-
ent of other banks as possible. Here just the opposite is pro-

Is it good sense to provide that the banks that elect
the officers of this central bank and its branches shall apply to
those very officers and have them grant or refuse the favors
they ask—officers that must depend upon the good will of those
banks to retain their positions—or to provide that a board
elected by the banks, and in effect their agents, shall determine
how high a rate they must pay this central bank to discount
their assets? The Government is to get the earnings of this
central bank beyond 5 per cent upon the stock; but with this
power in the banks to fix the rate of discount, how much profit
do you suppose the Government will get? How different is the
position of the manager of a European central bank. There
he occupies a quasi public position, He is charged, either by
law or custom, with the duty of guarding the currency of the
country and with protecting both public and private interests.
He is uninfluenced by .past favors or promises of future re-
wards. His position permits and demands of him his best
judgment in the interest of all. In considering whether this
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bank is planned to be solvent it is of the utmost importance
to know that the officers in charge are bound not only by their
honor as men, but also by self-interest to maintain its solvency.

Those who advoecate this plan never tire of telling us what a
great advantage this central bank would be in that it would
held the reserves of otherbanks and thus be able to supply
other banks with an abundance of money if needed. The im-
pression put afloat is that the reserves deposited with this cen-
tral bank are to be treated as a common fund for all the banks,
Nothing could be further from the truth. A bank that may
have any of its reserves in this central bank can only draw its
own. The impression is even abroad that all reserve money is
to go into this central bank, but that is not the plan. The law
in regard to reserves is to remain practically unchanged except
that any money deposited with the central bank may be counted
as a part of the reserve of the bank making the deposit. This
means that a bank may strip itself of all its reserves. It may
leave in New York or other reserve city, if a country bank,
three-fifths of its reserves as under the present law and send
the balance to the central bank. If the plan provided for send-
ing all or any considerable part of the reserves to this central
bank, the protest would be dpug and loud. Care has been taken
that the reserve city banks are not to suffer. They are still to
be permitted to pay interest on reserves that other banks may
deposit with them, while the central bank is not permitted to
pay a penny. This arrangement will permit the central reserve
city bauks to retain their present deposits of bank reserves.
Still this central bank may aceumulate some reserves, as it is
not expected to pay out any money. If a bank withdraws its
deposits from this central bank it can not secure any relief.
The method by which a bank is to secure any reserve money
from the central bank is to sell it some of its assets and have
the central bank print some notes and give to it in payment.
This is the much-vaunted method of making available our bank
reserves—the one feature that appears to have appealed to
the Monetary Commission so strongly that it gave to its ereation
the name National Reserve Association.

A lack of elasticity in our currency has been the stock argu-
ment of every advocate of asset currency and is, of course, pre-
sented in support of this plan. It is true that if this bank is
established it could, with the aid of the other banks, expand
the currency to an almost unlimited extent, and with such aid
contract the eurrency several hundred millions below what we
now have by using our bank reserves to pay notes issued in
place of our present notes. The expansion and coniraction of
asset currency is often spoken of as automatic, and where re-
demption of the notes is promptly compelled, that is to some
extent true; but no one can seriously contend that there will
be anything automatic in the issue and retirement of the bank
notes proposed under this plan. The large commercial nations
of Europe have striven to prevent their banks of issue from
exercising the power of expanding and contracting the cur-
rency. Are we willing to put this power in this bank? The
small amount of uncovered and untaxed notes in England, Ger-
many, and France are a permanent part of the circulation of
those countries and do not serve the purpose of expanding or
contracting the currency. Instead of giving to the Bank of
England the power to expand or coniract, great care has been
taken to deprive it of any such power. Mr. Horace White, in
his book Money and Banking, says; speaking of the Bank of
England ;

Nobedy has any discretion as to the amount of notes which shall be
in existence at any time. Setting aside the fixed sum Issued against
securities the remalnder of the circulation is just what it would be if
it were composed of gold exclusively.

To prevent the Bank of England from making use of its note-
issuing power to expand or contract the curreney the bank act
of 1844, now in force, separates the issue department from the
banking department of the bank and determines the amount of
money that may be transferred from one to the other. The
method employed by the European banks to expand and con-
tract the corrency is this: To contract, they raise the rate
of discount, which is in effect {he same as raising the rate of
interest. This discourages persons from selling papers to the
bank, as it becomes too expensive for objects not absolutely
necessary. In the meantime the bank’s assets, such as bills of
exchange and notes that it may have purchased, become due
and are collected in, and money from these accumulates in its
vaults. A high rate of discount also tempts people to pur-
chase paper, and this releases to the banks the hoarded money.
By lowering the rate of discount and using this money in the
purchase of paper the currency is again increased.

A bank acting on this prineiple can not afford to charge too
high a rate of discount as it will drive away business and
cause a loss of profit in its competition with other banks, nor
can it afford to make the rate too low for fear that it will not

have money enough with which to meet its own obligations.
This is the method relied upon by the central banks of England,
Germany, and France. The tax of 5 per cent upon the German
note makes such notes unprofitable unless rates are very high.
The tax upon each note issued by the Bank of France is small;
but as the French people are not accustomed to the general
use of checks these notes must do double duty and circulate so
rapidly that the expense of maintaining them in eirenlation
and securing them by a sufficient reserve makes the tax a heavy
burden. It is claimed by that bank that it actually suffers a
loss upon its circulation, The method of these banks is simply
to save up their own money when they anticipate that they
will have use for it in the future and loan it out when they can
afford to do so. The proposition here presented is to allow our
banks to lIoan every dollar that they can buy, borrow, or get
in any fashion, and then if they run short sell some of their
notes to this eentral bank and have it start the printing press
to run off some more money so they can go on and loan still
more, This is an old scheme, often exploited, of living on the
interest on the debts that you owe. It is not safe. It never
was safe as a business proposition. The rugged, stubborn,
common sense of England, Germany, and France, wise from sad
experience, restrains by rigid rules the greed that kites
credits upon ecredits. They insist that business shall not be
done on hope and faith alone, buf that at least some fair
sharf of the money that is used must be earned before it is
spent.

The diligent care with which the interests of certain banks
have been guarded is manifest, not only in prohibiting this
central bank from paying interest on bank reserves deposited
with it, while other banks may do so, but in the absolute
monopely that the banks are to enjoy as sole owners of its
capital stock and sole beneficiaries of its powers. No one can -
deal with it except the Government and a bank owning stock
in it. The citizen, if he is to profit at all, must first pay toll
to some intervening bank. It is true that the European banks
deal chiefly with their respective Governments and the banks,
but I doubt that any eentral bank can be found that does not
deal with the citizen on equal terms with the banks; they do in
England, Germany, and France. This is very important. It
is the means by which those central banks protect the citizen
against unfair treatment from other banks. Withount aceord-
ing this privilege to the citizen it is idle to contend that this
bank will equalize rates of interest in the different parts of
the country. Not even the fact that the Government is required
to depogit with this central bank hundreds of millions of the
people’s money each year, and that without interest or security,
is considered a sufficient reason for allowing the citizen to
deal with it. The Bank of France, when first organized, dealt
only with the Government and the banks, but that has long
;;lnce been changed. It must serve all alike and not a favored
ew.

From a siudy of the class of paper upon which money may
be obtained from this central bank, it is apparent that not only
is the public to be excluded from dealing with if, but the coun-
try banks are placed in very nearly the same position. It will
be noticed that outside of Government and State bonds, which
country banks seldom carry, there are only fwo classes of
paper that can be discounted by a bank without the guarantee
of a local association composed of not less than 10 banks with
an aggregate capital and surplus of not less than $5,000,000,
namely, certain notes and bills bearing two names; due in 28
days, and made not less than 30 days prior to the day of sale,
and accepted bills of exchange due in 90 days bearing three
names,

Yery few country banks weuld have any considerable quan-
tity of such 28-day paper, and if they did it would be guite use-
less to attempt to discomnt it. When a country bank needs to
discount at all it nearly always requires a loan for a longer
time. A sale of such paper would not ordinarily give 28 days,
as a bank could seldom furnish a supply that would all mature
in just that time. The average date of maturity would be
nearer half that time, and as the bank selling has to indorse
the paper it would have to repay the central bank as the paper
beeame due to protect its indorsement and its customers. This
would be a mere waste of time. Country banks deal in notes,
and have, as a rule, few opportunities fo obtain 90-day bills of
exchange. Such a bill may be discounted the day it is made,
while a promissory note, given for the same consideration,
bearing the same responsible signatures, and in legal effect ex-
actly the same, can not be discounted unless it is due in 28
days and was made not less than 30 days before the day of
sale or is gnaranteed by the local association.

To get these aeceptances the banks in the large commercial
cities will say to the wholesaler, the jobber, or the manufnc-
turer: “We can not use your note. When you sell goods on
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time you will have to ask the purchaser to accept a bill due in
the future. With your indorsement we can sell that at the
central bank and get money for 90 days; on your note we can
only get money for 28 days, and then only after you have held
that note for 30 days.” This leaves the country bank with
practically no oppertunity to get money from the central bank,
His only other chance is to secure the guarantee of his paper
by the local association, but as this has to be paid for in addi-
tion to the discount on his note at the central bank and as an
application for such a guarantee would probably be considered
as a sign of weakness, he would no doubt have to depend for
his accommodations upon some bank that could deal with this
.central bank. This advantage on the part of the banks in the
large commercial centers would unavoidably give them control
of the central bank; their inflnence over the country banks
would easily be sufficient so as to permit them to name the
officers. Once in the hands of a few large financial interests,
rules could be adopted that might diseriminate still more effect-
ively against the country banks.

The plan of the Monetary Commisgion does not attempt to
remedy the real defect in our banking system. The law per-
mits the national banks not located in a reserve or central re-
serve city to deposit three-fifths of their reserves with banks in
the central reserve cities, namely, New York, Chicago, and St
Louis. Banks in New York City bid for these deposits by pay-
ing interest upon them and then use these reserves in stock-
exchange transactions of a character very close akin to gam-
bling. When the banks that have made these deposits need
their money it can not be returned if there is any unusual de-
mand, as they are tied up in stocks and bonds that are not
marketable.

The banks in New York City get the bulk of these deposits
and have as to bank reserves the same duties to perform as
have the central banks of Europe; but how do they perform
that function? They hold close to $450,000,000 due to other
banks, besides an enormous amount of other deposits. Six
banks in New York held during the panic of 1907 more than
$600,000,000 of deposits, of which more than half was due to
other banks. These six banks held more deposits than the
central banks of England, Germany, and France combined, and
against these enormous liabilities they held less than half the
reserves considered necessary in those countries, and assets,
many of them, that those European banks dare not touch.

This plan provides for no change in this arrangement. The
New York banks are still to continue to hold the same share of
the reserves of other banks, and their business is to be in no
wise limited or disturbed. This situation, created by a statute
that in effect sends these bank deposits to New York—as that
is the only place under. the law where they can be kept and
draw interest—has been the chief source of our troubles,
When banks attempt to withdraw from New York any consid-

. erable part of these reserves it creates a money stringency, and
if the withdrawal is unusually large it precipitates a panic. It
ig in this artificial, stilted credit system built upon these reserves
that the danger exists. This is clearly shown in our past ex-
periences. Iivery panic has started in New York, because of a
lack of ability on the part of the New York banks to meet their
obligations. A failure of the New York banks to pay neces-
sarily involves every bank that has money on deposit with
them, and so a panic in New York means a panic all over the
country.

As a remedy against this situation it has been suggested that
interest should not be permitted on bank reserves. This would
tend to prevent the congestion of so large a part of these re-
serves in New York and thus lessen the danger of a country-
wide panic when speculation runs riot there. But the chief
merit of this suggestion is that the New York banks would not
be compelled to make loans to earn the interest which they
must pay in their competitive race for these deposits. A They
would then be able and might be required to hold larger re-
gerves and conduct their business on safer lines. It is claimed
that it would not be practicable for Congress to pass a Iaw!
to prevent banks from paying interest on such deposits, be- |
cause State banks would still continue the practice; but I can
see no good reason why an excise tax could not be imposed’
upon all banks, State as well as national, that do not hold
reserves such as Congress may prescribe and upon all deposits
payable on demand subject to interest. Such tax could be
made to effect tiie purpose. ;

Upon a comparison of our system of money and banking
with the systems of the most successful countries of Europe 1
believe that the impartial observer will find that ours is far
better adapted to our needs than any European system that we
could import. Here a bank in a city or a village is owned and
managed by the citizens of the place, who are interested not
only in the bank, but also in the prosperity of the town, and

consequently devote the money of the bank to the local needs
of the community. The officers are often the leading men in
their respective towns and among the most publie-spirited.
They are not, as most of the bank managers in Europe, mere
agents, managing branches of some larger institution, controlled
at a distance by men who do not know and care less about the
place. The money controlled under a branch-bank system will
go where it can earn the most without regard to other con-
siderations. Our bankers have greatly aided us in building up
our country. They know intimately the character of our busi-
ness men and the needs of the communities they serve. They
encourage local enterprise at a risk that no branch-bank system
wonld tolerate.

Aside from this difference there is much more similarity be-
tween money and banking here and in Europe than the advo-
cates of this plan would have us believe. Take, for instance,
England. It has outstanding a small amount of uncovered
bank notes; they are no safer, more flexible, or serviceable
than ours. They are secured by an indebtedness from England
to the Bank of England and by the assets of that bank, the
same as our bank notes, which are issued by our Government,
secured by Government bonds and the assets of the banks to
which they are issued. The other bank notes of England
are issued by this bank against gold, which it must hold dol-
lar for dollar in its vaults. Our Government performs the
function of issuing like notes, and against every one of them
it holds its equivalent in gold. These notes, or gold certifi-
cates, as they are called, are in every way as good as the
English bank note. These gold notes would be greatly weak-
ened if fhe function of issuing them should be transferred to
this central bank, as this bank is to hold only 50 per cent in-
stead of dollar for dollar for their redemption, and instead of
having back of them the Government of the United States
this bank would promise to redeem them if one of its stock-
holders should ask for it. The German system is practically
the same as that of England, except that the Bank of Germany
may issue uncovered notes on the payment of a tax of 5 per
cent per annum, In this respect it is more like our system
than that of England.

Under what is known as the Vreeland-Aldrich Act—the act
that created the Monetary Commission—authority was given
to form currency associations, with power to issue bank
notes guaranteed by the United States and all the banks
in the association. These notes must be secured and are
subject to a graduated tax. This act also allows an indi-
vidual bank, without the guaranty of the currency associa-
tion, to issue such notes against bonds other than bonds of
the United States, but subject to a like tax. Currency associa-
tions have been organized and are prepared to issue bank
notes at any time in case of real need. This gives to our cur-
rency much greater elasticity than that of England. It makes
it possible for our banks to convert their assets into bank notes.
This is the one thing for which the plan of the Monetary
Commission is especially commended—the one and only fea-
ture of the plan guaranteed to cure panies. Without this power
the central bank would be a wreck that even the rats would
desert. Strange that those who favor this central bank do not
appear to have heard of the currency associations; still, they
would no doubt be every bit as effective against a panie as
this central bank, and they are much safer, as they do not
encourage panics by an overexpansion of currency and credits.
It is for fear of encouraging such expansion that England has
steadily refused to even provide for an emergency currency.

Most of those who are anxious for currency and banking
reform appear to be chiefly concerned in the profits they hope
to reap from tax-free notes. I want to be certain that reform
means greater safety to the public and that the profit on un-
covered notes goes to the Government. The act creating the
currency associations provides for their termination in 1014.
These associations should be continued, and, rather than the
central bank, I would give them power to hold Government
deposits and bank reserves. Let the banks guarantee and sell
to them short-time commercial paper for notes of these as-
sociations, guaranteed by all the banks, like our emergency cur-
rency.. Prevent the use of these notes as reserves and tax them
like the German bank note, so they will only be issued during
periods of great business activity. Let each association raise
or lower the rate at which it may purchase paper or raisa
the interest on the notes to enable it to husband its resources. ’
In lien of interest on bank deposits payable on demand pro-
vide that the eunrrency associations furnish to banks depositing
with them exchange on other currency associations in svme
proportion to such deposits. The notes of a currency associa-
tion would, aside from the paper for the purchase of which
they may be issued, have behind them the Government and all
the assets of all the banks in the association issuing them,
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instead of the narrow foundation upon which is to rest the
whole credit strmeture of the United States according to the
plan of the Monetary Commission, nameély, one-tenth of the
capital stock of the banks that may become stockholders of
the central bank. If the currency associations were given the
powers I suggest, it would practically accomplish the legiti-
mate objects sought by the Monetary Commissgion in the crea-
tion of a eentral bank, but it wounld not permit one section of
this large country to dominate the destinies of fhe entire
country. It would tend to build money centers in different sec-
tions capable of caring for the business of such sections.

I submit these observations because of the strenuous efforts
that are being put forth to impose upon the country what seems
to me a dangerous, utterly selfish, and un-American proposition.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. HaMmir].

Mr. HAMILI, Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the attention of
the House to a very able paper on the subject of the water-front
development of Hudson County, N. J. - _

Mr. John C. Payne, the author of this paper, is a civil engi-
neet who has been identified svith the professional life of New
Jersey for the past 35 years. He is a well-known expert in
litigation where engineering questions are in dispute. He has
been honored by many appointments on commissions for the
determination of guestions of interest to the State. He was
appeinted by Gov. Edward C. Stokes as a member of a com-
mission, of which ex-Gov. Franklin Murphy and ex-Gov. Foster
M. Voorhees were members, to investigate and report on the
whole subject of franchises granted by municipalities to publie-
utilities corporations. Tle was appointed by the court, together
with ex-Gov. George T. Werts and Col. John J. Toffey, to
appraise the value and damages to the terminal lands on the
Hudson River of the Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Rail-
road Co. taken for and affected by the construction of the
Hudson River tunnels of the Manhattan & Hudson River Rail-
road. He was appointed by Hon. Charles J. Parker, judge of
the supreme court, a member of the Martin Aect commission to
adjust and levy the immense arrearage of taxes which had
accumulated in Jersey City by reason of the failure of the
citizeng to pay and the inadequacy of the laws to enforce the
collection of the same,

In 1876 Mr. Payne associated himself in the work of the
riparian commission of the State of New Jersey with the Hon.
Robert €. Bacof, the first engineer of the commission, who was
appointed in 1864, and in the annual report of the State
riparian ecommission to the governor of the State for the year
1907 the board made the following official and public recog-
nition of the work of Mr. Payne:

The board desires to officially express its recognition of the fidelity
and professional skill exercised by its secretary and engineer in the
work of the commission.

Mr. John €. Payne has been associated with the work of the riparian
commission for 36v yvears. He associated himself in 1877 with the Hon.
Robert C. Bacot, the first engineer of the commission, appointed in
1864, and when Mr. Bacot, by reason of declining years, retired, in
1807, with honor and the respect of the commission and State, Mr.
Payne succeeded him as secretary and engineer, and has continued
as such until the present time; and the board takes pleasure in testi-
fying to Mr. Payne's fidelity to the work of the com jon and to the
interests of the State committed to its care.

Mr. Payne is still the secretary and engineer of this im-
portant State commission, and attended the recent Eighth
Annual Convention of the Rivers and Harbors Congress, at
Washington, by appointemnt as a delegate by Hon. Woodrow
Wilson, governor of New Jersey.

The paper referred to is as follows:

Hupsox CouNTy—ITs WATER-FRONT DEVELOPMENT.

Pager read before the Historical SBociety of Hudson Countd‘ by John
. Payne, C. I., secretary and engineer of the Riparian Commission
of the State of New Jersey, Thursday evening, March 25, 1009,

“Although our paper to-night has primarily to do with the
development of the water front of Hudson County, I shall not
attempt to go into the details of land transfers or the names
of enterprises with useful but tiresome statistics which are the
units that go to make up the grand sum of our worth; and I
shall ask you to go with me to other parts of our State for some
of the illustrations of the principles on which riparian interests
are administered.

“ Nor, indeed, shall I attempt to fully cover the ground of
legal inquiry and decision of all the cases that have claimed
the attention of our courts, for that would make my paper far
too long, and my purpose is rather to attempt fo give a general
view of the principles upon which the water front of our county
has been developed.

ORIGIN OF THE STATE'S TITLE. .

“The title of the State fo the lands flowed by tide water at
mean high tide is as ancient as the discovery and conquest of
the country, because it is founded on the anclent law,

“ Briefly, the history of the discovery and occupation of this
part of the country is:

“That in 1497 Jean and Sebastian Cabot, under commission
of Henry VII of England, sailed along the coast of North
America and claimed for their sovereign the entire country
the shore of which they occasionally saw at a distance.

“In 1524 J. De Verrazzano, a Florentine, in the service of
Francis I, King of France, is supposed to have visifed the Bay
of New York.

“In 1525 Estavan Gomez, a Portuguese, in the service of
Emperor Charles V, visited the Bay of New York.

“In 1598 some Dutch, in the employ of the Greenland Co.,
came into the Bay of New York and erected a winter shelter and
a fort for protection against the incursions-of the Indians.

“In 1603 Henry IV of France, by virtue of the discoveries
of De Verrazzano in 1524, above referred to, gave to Des Monts
that portion of the country lying between the fortieth and forty-
sixth degrees of north latitude. This included the greater part of
New Jersey; but the grant of the French King was ignored by
James I of England, who, in 1606, granted to the South Vir-
ginia, or London Co., and the North Virginia Co. practically the
same land.

“From the time of the earliest discoveries up o the Revolu-
tion the occupation and control of this part of the country
was passed back and forth among the Dutch, the French, the
English, and the Indians, and an account of this period, as af-
fecting the locality, will be found in the interesting papers al-
ready read to you by Dr. Brett and Mr, Daniel Van Winkle, of
this society.

“The title of the State to the lands under water is founded
on the ancient doctrine of the sovereignty of the King. The
first diversion of the title of the King is that of the grant from
Charles II to James, the Duke of York, March 12, 1664. This
grant covered much of the land along the coast from Maryland
to Maine, and on June 24, 1664, James, the Duke of York, =old
to Berkeley and Carteret that part of the grant from King
Charles of March 12, 1664, now known as New Jersey, and in
1676 New Jersey was divided into East and West Jersey and
held by what were known as the lords proprietors.

“In the year 1702 these proprietors surrendered to Queen
Anne all the rights of government held by them, reserving,
however, the rights of property. The title to the soil of the
tidal waters was not within the reservation, but again passed
by the surrender of the government of the proprietors to the
Crown of England.

“Thus the title to the lands under water, being vested in the
King of Great Britain, at and before the Revolution of 1776
became vested by the law of nations and the right of conquest
in the people of the then Colony and now State of New Jersey
by the successful War of Independence.

“Previous to this time, however, what is known as the
board of proprietors of East Jersey set up the claim of title
to lands and lands under water under grants made March 12,
1664, and June 29, 1674, by Charles II of England to James,
Duke of York, and by the latter to Sir George Carteret and
John, Lord Berkeley, June 24, 1664, and July 29, 1674; and by
the legal representatives of Sir George Carteret to the said
beard of proprietors, February 1 and 2, 1683; and by a con-
firmation of said board of proprietors, made by James, Duke
of York, March 14, 1683; and by divers other instruments, In-
dian titles, and otherwise. They claimed to have been recog-
nized as owners of the lands under wateér by express acts of

‘the Colonial Government and to have made large numbers of

grants of said lands.

“The proprietors’ right of property in the lands above water
was and is unquestioned, but that of their rights in lands under
water has been the subject of much discussion and litigation.
The decision, adverse to their rights, is the case of Martin ».
Waddell (16 Pet., p. 367), by the majority of the judges of
the United States Supreme Court, and has been generally ac-
cepted as a final settlement of the question; but the opinion of
the minority of that court was so strongly in favor of the rights
of the proprietors that it has left a lingering guestion in their
minds, which occasionally finds expression in grants of lands
flowed by tidewater, which grants, however, are not recognized
by the authorities of ‘the State of New Jersey.

“The original grant to the proprietors was in consideration
of what they expressed as a ‘“competent sum of money,’ and
in addition to all the lands in the described boundaries gave

“All rivers, mines, minerals, woods, fishings, hawkings, huntings, and
fowlings, and all other roya&uss. profits, commodities, and heredita-
ments whatsoever.

“And I presume, on the strength of this wording, they based
their claim of title to lands under water, which eclaim, how-
ever, has never been admitted by the State, but has been suc-

cessfully contested.
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“This title gave the proprietors rights in all the lands and
general property in the Province, and also in the Government.
The right of government was exercised until 1702, when it
was surrendered to the Queen. The whole property was subject
to the rights of its Indian owners, and the grant from the King
gave the proprietors the exclusive privilege of purchasing from
the Indians. (See William Penn and others on this subject,
Gordon's New Jersey, pp. 40, 41.) This privilege, though con-
tested in the earliest provineial courts, was always sustained,
* and at the session of the first legislature after the proprietors’
surrender to the Government, the law first enacted was that
‘for regulating the purchasing of lands from the Indians.
(Neville, p. 1.) This law forbid, with heavy penalty, any
person purchasing lands from the Indians except by authority
of the proprietors; declared all such purchases previously made
illegal, and required the possessors to take title from the pro-
prietors within six months thereafter.

“The Indians highly valued their rights of fishing, as the
reference to them in their deeds of sale show; and the immense
gquantities of shells, piled in heaps at all convenient places along
the shores, bear witness that they improved these rights to great
profit. There are a hundred acres or more of land at South
Amboy which are covered from 6 to 18 inches deep by these
Indian shell deposits. The soil about Communipaw is full of
them, and they can be seen all along the creeks and bays from
South Amboy to Cape May.

“The proprietors purchased all these rights of the Indians
and paid satisfactory prices for them. The purchases were
generally made in tracts of a few square miles each, until
nearly the whole State was covered by their deeds. Many of
these deeds are recorded in the proprietors’ books and in the
secretary of state’s office, and at an assembly of all the Indian
tribes of New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, held at
Easton, Pa., from October 8 to 26, 1758, two deeds were exe-
cuted by the Indians and their attorneys, one of which, by the
Delawares, was for all the land south of a line drawn from
Sandy Hook up the Raritan River and its north branch to the
Alamatong (Lamington) Falls, and from thence crossing to the
Delaware River at the Paoqualin Mountain (Water Gap). In
this the boundary along tidewater is low-water mark. The
other deed, executed by the Minisink and Pompton Indians, was
for all that part of the State lying north of the above-mentioned
division line and terminated at the north by a straight line
drawn across the country from the mouth of Tapaan in latitude
41° north, on the Hudson, to Cochecton, in latitude 41° 40’
north, on the Delaware.

GRANTS BY THE PROPRIETORS.

“Among the ‘surveys' or grants to individuals, covered or
partially covered by the tidewaters (the word * survey’ mean-
_ ‘ing a grant), made by the proprietors within Hudson County,
was one in 1746 to ‘Arch Kennedy, of Bedloes Island,’ and on
Holland’s map of 1775 Bedloes Island is called ‘ Kennedy's Cor-
poration.’ -

“Another ‘survey’ or grant by the proprietors, in Hudson
County, in 1803, was to ‘Elisha Boudinoet, Budd tract, in Harsi-
mus Cove. 3

“In 1835 a ‘survey ' or grant in Communipaw Cove was made
by the proprietors, of ‘ Black Tom," which is now a part of the
national docks warehouse enterprise. :

“And as recently as March 4, 1880, the proprietors of East
Jersey granted to George H. Cook the reef or island on which
Robbing Reef Light stands; also the reef or shoal known as
¢ Oyster Island,’ both in New York Bay.

“With these ‘surveys’ or grants of ‘Robbins Reef’ and
“Oyster Island’' from the proprietors as a basis, application
was made by George H. Cook to the State of New Jersey for a
confirmatory title or the rights to the lands under water sur-
rounding these ‘ surveys’ as lands pertaining to riparian owner-
ship, but the application was refused by the State, and no fur-
ther claim has been made under these proprietors’ ‘surveys’
or grants,

“TIt will be of interest to eall attention here to the attitude
of the United States Government toward the title of the State of
New Jersey to its lands under water, and to the machinery of
the State in conserving this relation:

“On March 16, 1875, the Legislature of New Jersey passed
an act entitled ‘An act authorizing the cessipn of jurisdiction
and conveyance of lands of this State under tidal waters to
the United States, to be used as sites for lighthouses, beacons,
and other aids to navigation’ (P. L., 1875, chap. 138, p. 28).
This act provided that whenever the United States desired to
acquire title to lands belonging to the State of New Jersey cov-
ered by the tidal waters, for the site of a lighthouse, beacon,
or other aid to navigation, application might be made to the
governor by a duly authorized agent of the United States, de-

scribing the site required; and that thereupon the governor was
authorized and empowered to direct the riparian commission
to make a survey and map and report the same to him; where-
upon the governor was to convey the title of said lands to the
United States Government upon such terms and conditions as
might be agreed upon. The act provided further that no single
tract thus conveyed should contain more than 10 acres, and
that the State of New Jersey should retain concurrent juris-
diction over the same, so that all process, civil or eriminal, issu-
ing under the authority of this State might be executed by the
proper officers upon any person or persons amenable to the same
within the limits of the lands granted; and provided further
that no part of such lands so granted should be used for quaran-
tine purposes; and providing, finally, for the reversion of the
lands to the State upon the discontinuance of their use by the
Government for the purposes for which they were ceded.

“It was under this act and without regard to the grant by
the proprietors to George H. Cook of the site of Robbins Reef
Lighthouse, that is so attractive and prominent a feature of
the shores of our counfry to its citizens returning from Europe,
that the State of New Jersey, upon an application made bysthe
United States Government in 1880, through its governor, then
Gen. George B. McClellan, granted the rights to the United
States Government, which accepted the same, thus putting the
stamp of approval or confirmation upon the title of New Jersey
to these lands under water as paramount to that of the pro-
prietors.

“It will be noticed that the procedure for the United States
to follow in acquiring lands of the State for lighthouse pur-
poses is different to that of the Government or an individual in
acquiring lands of the State for commercial uses. In the latter
case application is made directly fo the riparian commission,
who pass upon the same, subject to the approval of the gov-
ernor. It would be interesting to know what was in the minds
of the legislature of 1875, when this act was passed.

“And further, in confirmation of this attitude or acceptance
by the United States Government of the paramount title of the
State of New Jersey to lands flowed by tidewater at mean high
tide, it is interesting o note that in 1901 an application was
made by parties interested in the exploitation of a scheme of
development of certain lands under water lying about mid-
way between Ellis and Bedloes Islands, in New York Bay, ask-
ing the State of New Jersey for a grant of the State's title to
these lands. The State of New Jersey applied to the War De-
partment for approval of the lines defining this development.

“The War Department declined to approve such lines on the
ground that the rights and necessities of commerce would not
permit of the construction in question, and adding that the
United States Government, owning Bedloe and Ellis Islands,
and using them for national purposes, were entitled to whatever
rights and privileges belonged to riparian owners in the lands
under water around and between these islands, and stating that
it was not only possible, but probable that, in the near future,
the United States might wish to use these lands for public pur-
poses. This seemed like an intimation on the part of the Gov-
ernment of ownership or control; whereupon, the riparian com-
mission inquired of the Secretary of War—

* Whether the Federal authorities claimed ownership in the lands
under water in New York Bay, surrounding Ellis and DBedloe Islands,
80 that they may appropriate the same to the uses of the United States
I(I}orernment without making application therefor to the State of New

ersey. e

“The answer of the Government, through the Secretary of
War, is as follows:

“In reply I beg to state that the action of the Secretary of War,
which was communieated to the riparian commission of New Jersey,
was simply the modification of the harbor lines around Ellis Island, by
extending the pier and bulkhead lines in accordance with the request of
the Secretary of the Treasury. This action was no assertion of title
of ownership in the lands under water, but simply a regulation of its
use with regard .to the navigable waterway and the interests of com-
merce.

“An interesting instance of the exercise of the claim of the
proprietors to lands flowed by tidewater, came under the notice
of the State authorities some few years ago, when two gentle
and amiable ministers of the Gospel, hailing from that city
noted for gentle and amiable citizens, appeared with a petition
for the right to occupy part of an island in the lower tidal
waters of the State; and the language of the petition is so
unworldly, it may be of interest to quote it:

PETITION TO PURCHASE A CERTATN MARSH ISLAND WEST OF HOLLY BEACH
INLET, CAPE MAY COUNTY, STATE OF NEW JERSEY.
“ o the honorable the riparian commission of the State of Neio Jersey:

“The petition respectfully represents—

“1. That your said petitioners are citizens of the United States and
of the State of Pennsylvanin, residing in the city and county of I'hila-

delphia.
‘?2. That in March.of the year 1902 while spending some time at
Holly Beach, in the county of Cape May, State of New Jersey, noticing
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with favor a portion of unoccupled marsh -island bordering the west
edge of the first main channel west of Holly Beach, across which sald
island the county  bridge from Holly Beach to Rio Grande (now com-
pteted'{. was then bullding, they, the said petitioners, did stake off and
apportion to themselves on the aforesaid marsh island, portions of the
same for the purpose of erecting thereon summer cottages for the use
of themselves and families.

3. That your said petitioners, pursuant to their first intention, have
erected on the said portions of the said marsh island cottages as afore-
said, and also have interested other persons to do the same,

“4, That the said petitioners have rendered the said portion of marsh
island accessible and desirable for occupation by certain improvements,
the cost of which they bave borne, among which is a substantial foot-
walk bridge 250 feet or more in length.

“ 5. That the said petitioners having been the pioneers and origina-
tors of this colony, desire to securs the said marsh island for settlement
by respectable gettlers, and for the protection of those persons already
settled thereon, and to that end have had the said marsh island sur-
veyed, a plan of which survey, together with a description of the same,
%?1 ihere#lll%.l:o affixed and marked with the letter ‘A,” and made part of

s petition.

**§. That the said marsh island is not i:enhproved land of the State, nor
is it included within any lands designated for improvement, but it is
wholly covered by from 2 to 8 feet of salt water every ordinary tide,
and is a mud flat covered with sedge grass at low tide.

“q. That gour petitioners desire your honorable commission to fix
such reasonable and just price as may be deemed proper for sald marsh
island, upon payment of which by your petitioners a clear and defeasible
title thereto may be granted them.

“ 8. That your petitioners desire your honorable commission to fix a
time and place when and where they may appear and be heard regard-
lnq this petition for purchase, and such other privileges as your honor-
able commission may deem fitting, -

“And your petitioners will ever pray, ete.

“It just happened that at the time the newspaper men were
devoting some attention to this department of the State. Anyone
who has had experience with the young gentlemen who write up
the daily news knows what an energetic and enterprising lot of
young men they are; how cleverly, out of little, they can build
an ornamental and attractive structure.

“The newspaper men got hold of this unique case, and in the
papers appeared such head lines as these:

“ Baptist ministers selze a New Jersey island—The

favor and so they simply swiped it—WIill trust In
Hand," ete.—

“and wrote the matter up in the following facetious way, whic
cleverly contained very much of truth: ’

““ Each one of the four riparian commissioners of this State at their
« meeting this morning sat bolt “?;l%“ in his chair and gasped in utter

astonishment as two Philadelph aptist ministers, with much wash-
ing of hands with invisible soap and unctuous tones, gently preferred
the modest reqilllest that the board should give them the title to an
island In Ca ay County, which the reverend gentlemen had, as they
felicitously termed it, ‘noticed with favor,” and quietly 11.:n1=:en:|pte(§l it,
without so much as by your leave gentleman of the State of New Jersey.
* “'Eh?’ said the chairman.

*“*What?' ejaculated the board’s counsel, horrified.

“‘Bless me!"' exclaimed another commissioner.

# ' Dangerous precedent,’ observed the secretary, ‘for instance, if
some one should notice with favor my house, what then?’

“To muke matters all the more complicated behind the ministers sat
Senator Robert E, Hand, of Cape May County, who had before the
board an application for the very identical island, too. Genial Bob,
quietly enjoying a ‘chaw,' listened blandly to the ministers’ arguments
and regarded the entire proceedings as a huge joke. His application
was In first, and since truth must be told, Bob, to use a well-known
metaphor, had neatly euchred the ministers. Bit by bit the commis-
gioners were put In possession of the facts of a very singular case, the
beginning of which is best told in the ministers' own refreshing lan-
guage, a8 set forth above.

‘8o like the Israelites of old, these Philadelphia ministerial ploneers
found a promised land, and they rushed back to their kith and kin in far
away s!eeEy Philadelphia and conveyed to them the glad tidings. They
engaged the services of Robert E. Hand, a guileless dock builder, oyster
planter, general contractor, and everything else in Cape May, to set the
{)lllngs for the cottages. DBob was only too delighted, and very soon
here was a small colony of the elect of Philadelphia on stilts. But
Bob, like Dickens's famous character, Joey B., ‘was sly, devilish sly.
and when he found that the worthy colonists had no title to their land,
he resolved to put that right by asking one in his own name, doubtlessly
for the purpose afterwards of making the ministers a present of it.

“ While this was being done, the secretary had everything not screwed
down in the offices, which mlg'ht be ‘noticed with favor * removed to an
inner room.” (This was the facetia of the newspapers.)

“The fact in the case was that the east Jersey proprietors
had made a grant to one of the parties, although, as stated in
the petition, *the Marsh Island is wholly covered by from 2 to
3 feet of salt water at every ordinary tide’ The conclusion
of this matter was that the grant by the proprietors was ignored
by the State, and these amiable ministers, who were most
admirable gentlemen, were confirmed by the State in their title
to the little Venice they had ‘noticed with favor.’

STATE BOUNDARY LINE.

“ Reference was made to a survey or grant by the proprietors
in 1746 of Bedloes Island, in Hudson County, to Kennedy.
Apprehending it may be questioned by some that Bedloes Island
was and is in Hudson County, a brief history of the determina-
tion and location of the boundary line between New Jersey and
New York will be of interest:

“The exact definition of the boundary line between New York
and New Jersey seems not to have interested the earlier in-
habitants of these two States, and so apparently unimportant

noticed it with
od and Senator
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an incident or industry as that of gathering oysters and other
shellfish from the waters of Raritan Bay is responsible for the
determination and finally the actual location of this boundary
line,

“The value of lands under water in Raritan Bay was recog-
nized early in the last century. Raritan Bay is a shallow,
land-locked body of water, subject to the ebbh and flow of ocean
tides and fed by many fresh water streams, possessing every
requisite necessary for the successful and profitable cultivation
of shellfish.

“ Beds of natural growth, where oysters and clams grew in
great abundance, were found by the early settlers, and for a
long time these proved sufficient to supply the wants of the
scanty population. The rapid growth of population and the
apparent danger of depletion from overfishing soon rendered
artificial propagation necessary, and about the year 1810, the
first oysters were planted and cultivated in Raritan Bay.

“At first all the land under water in Raritan Bay was consid-
ered as common fo the residents of both States, and no attempt
was made to divide them according to State lines, and not until
the industry began to grow in importance, and the land conse-

| quently to increase in value, did local jealousies and disputes

arise between the citizens of New York and New Jersey.

“These disputes soon grew to be of a serious nature, and
sometimes ended in bloodshed. * * * Especially was this so
after the legislature of each State had made it a misdemeanor
for citizens to take or cultivate oysters in’the waters of the
other State, and in 1834 a treaty or compact was entered into
by the two States in which it was agreed that ‘the boundary
line between the States of New York and New Jersey shall be
the middle of the Hudson River, of the Bay of New York, of
the water between Staten Island and New Jersey and of Rari-
tan Bay to the main sea.! This agreement was enfered into on
September 16, 1833, and confirmed by the Legislature of New
York February 5, 1834; by the Legislature of New Jersey Feb-
ruary 26, 1834; and approved by the Congress of the United
States June 28, 1834. This, though vague, was sufficiently
definite for a long time, but the rapidly inereasing number of
planters and tlie great demand for oyster lands soon led to the
occupation of the lands in the most valuable part of the bay.
The indefinite nature of the description of the boundary line
given in the agreement of 1834 became a source of constant dis-
pute, and in 1886, pursuant to a joint resolution of the legisla-
ture, Gov. Green appointed Robert C. Bacot, A. B. Stoney, and
George H. Cook a commission on the part of New Jersey to co-
operate with a similar commission on the part of the State of
New York to locate and mark out in Raritan Bay the line of
1834. The commission concluded its work and made its report
to the governor on December 20, 1887.

“The work of this commission was so satisfactory that it
was continued to definitely locate and mark out the boundary
between the States in Staten Island Sound, Kill von Kull, New
York Bay, and the Hudson River. It was in the latter part of
this commission work that the Hon. Robert C. Bacof, who was
chairman ¢{ the commission on the part of New Jersey, &s well
as the eng neer of the riparian commission, clung so tenaciously
and sucecisfully to the contention that the treaty of 1851t fixed
the middle of the channel of New York Bay, and not the mid-
dle of the area of the waters of the bay, as the boundary line,
as contended for by the New York State commissioners. This
resulted in giving to the State of New Jersey not only a greater
area of land under water, but in fixing the boundary line in
the center of the deep-water channel, and placing Ellis and
Bedloe's Islands, as well as Oyster and Robbins Reef, within
the State of New Jersey and in Hudson County.

“A curious and amusing incident occurred off the shores of
Greenville about the year 1875:

“The State of New Jersey had made a grant of lands under
water in New York Bay, opposite the shores of Greenville, the
grant extending some 3,000 feet into the waters of the bay.
The grantees had proceeded to bulkhead the outer end of this
tract and to fill it in with refuse from the city of New York.
This in time came to be a greaf nuisance, as the malodors aris-
ing from the effect of the summer sun were wafted by the pre-
vailing southeasterly breezes of summer to the then bucolic
residents of the sylvan shores of Greenville. They protested,
but the protests were not loud enough to reach over the inter-
vening half a mile of water from their shores to the offending
filling. And so the aid of the law was invoked for relief, and
the late Charles H. Winfield, that eloquent practitioner of the
law, was employed to secure, through the courts, relief for our
citizens,

“In the trial of the case the defense was set up by the of-
fending parties, under that ancient and exploded theory that the
city of New York controlled the waters of the Bay of New
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York to the New Jersey shore, and disregarding also the fact
that they had accepted the title and paid the State of New Jer-
gsey Yor the lands in question, that the Greenvillians were not
entitled to any relief, as the offense they complained of was
within the jurisdiction of New York and not of New Jersey.

“Mr. Winfield, resourceful in repartee, as well as in law, |

replied to the court, with convineing effect, that leaving out
the question whether the locus of the filling was in New York
or New Jersey, there was no question that the odors were in
New Jersey, and that they were indicting the odors and de-
manded relief. The court took that view of it and afforded the
relief asked for.

“The examination and care of the monuments marking the
boundary line of the State is one of the many duties devolving
upon the riparian commission of the State. By act of April 4,
1801 (P. L., 1891, p. 324), the riparian commission is authorized
and directed to cause an examination of the monuments and to
report to the legislature their condition, and to make necessary
repairs, ete.

STATE CONTROL OF ITS RIPARIAN LANDS.

“No particular supervision or control seems to have been
exercised by the State over its lands under water until 1851,
when the legislature passed what is known as the wharf act,
to which I shall refer later, entitled ‘An act to authorize the
owners of lands.upon tidewaters to build wharves in front of
the same.” (P, L., 1851, p. 335.)

“ 1t appears, however, that since the beginning of the nine-
teenth century the legislature of the State of New Jersey has
from time to time made grants, the more important of which
were located under the waters of the Hudson River and New
York Bay.

“In 1802 a conditional grant of 2 acres was made to Na-
thaniel Budd, which was a small part of the grant by the pro-
prietors to Elisha Boudinet in 1803. (This grant by the pro-
prietors covered about 53% acres of land under water, and lay
between Fourth and Twelfth Streets in Jersey City, Pavonia
Avenue running about threugh the center of it.)

“In 1804 a grant was made to the associates of the Jersey
Co., covering practically the land under water In front of
the southern part of old Jersey City. A map in a good state
of preservation is still in existence, showing the Hudson River
water front from Harsimus or First Street semth to South
Street or the Morris Canal Basin. It is a map advertising the
sale of this property, and has an interesting engraving of the
water front of Jersey City, showing the old Pennsylvania sia-
tion and ferry slips, the Cunard docks, with the single smoke-
stack, side-wheel steamers, partly square rigged as sailing ves-
sels, and also, approaching the slip, an old-fashioned walking-
beam ferryboat, with the name D. 8. Gregory on the paddle box.

“In the background appears the roof and spire of the old
Washington Street Presbyterian Church, of which, within the
memory of many still living, Dr. Imbrie was the pastor.

“This church enjoyed the unigue distinction of having been
transported piecemeal from where it originally stood on Wall
Street, New York City, across the river and reerected in sub-
stantially its original form. It stood on the east side of Wash-
ington Street, adjoining the park on its southerly side and
nearly opposite the Gregory homestead. One of the Gregory
boys was the organist in the church, and the writer of this
paper, when a young man, sang in the choir. It was out of no
disrespect to the amiable and able pastor, Dr. Imbrie, that at
the beginning of the sermon on warm summer mornings a part
of the choir would silently steal down the stairs from the organ
Joft and seat themselves under the peaceful shade of the trees
in the park, hearing, if not listening to, the voice of the earnest
old doctor, as it came through the windows until warned by its
cessation that the time had come to resume their places and
part in the service

“This church was subsequently torn down and apartment
houses erected on its site.

“The legend on the map in question reads as follows:

“David Scott, auctioneer. Map of valuable property in Jersa{ CHZ;
belnng‘ltg to the assoclates of the Jersey Co. and others. S8ixty lots
blocks to I,.fronting on and extended 150 feet east from Hudson
Street, will be sold at public auction in Jersey City on Wednesday the
24th June, 1857, at 2 o'clock p. m.

“The side-wheel, square rigged, ocean steamships shown in
‘the engraving of 1857 are interestingly foreshadowed in the fol-
lowing act of the Legislature of New Jersey, passed in 1848
(P. L., 1848, p. 256), as follows:

“ Relative to the pilot laws of the United Btates. :
“1. Be it resolved by the Senate and General Assembly of the Sitaie
of New Jersey, That the pumie of the act of March 2, 1887, by Con-
, by which the business of pilotage In the bays and harbors ad-
ining this State and the State of New York was thrown open to
citizens of this State appointed as pllots under our laws was an act of
?"”ﬁ‘ie to the State of New Jersey and lcmdl{ called for by the appalling
dizas’ers upon our coasts, which before that time continued to occur in
gquick succession,

“2. And be it resolved, That the resnlts of the experience of the
last 10 years, the greatly diminished number of wrecks of vessels ap-
preaching our shores, the superior vigilance and care of the New Jersey
Eé!nts, the danger of a remewal of the melancholy scenes and loss of

e which attended the wrecks of the Mexico and Bristol, the impolicy

and Injustice of again erecting a monopely, encouraging criminal re-

on the Fnrt of the pllots, all combine to furnish an unan-
nt against the repeal of the present law.

| swerable arw
“3. And it resolved, That the recent establishment of a line of

ocean steamships from Great Britain, whose terminus is at the pert
gg :tfcrstthy City, furnishes an additional argument agalnst the mpea?oor
at act.
“4, And be 4t resolved, That the governor of this State be reguested
to forward a copy of the foregoing resolutions to our Senato%s and

| Regmentatives in Congress.

Approved February 11, 1848.

“In 1836 the State made a grant to Nathaniel Budd of the
entire 53% acres lying on the Hudson River between Fourth
and Twelfth Streets in Jersey City, practically the same tract
granted by the proprietors to Boudinot in 1803.

“In 1838 the State made a grant te the Hoboken Land &
Improvement Co. practically covering all the Jand under water
in front of Hoboken.

“In 1848 the State made a grant to Stephen Vreeland corver-
ing land under water adjacent to Caven Point.

“In 1849 a grant was made to Ingham & Jenkins covering
lax;ds under water at Bergen Point.

“In 1869 a grant was made to the United New Jersey Rall-
road and Canal Cos., which is known as the Pennsylvania
Railroad, of lands under water in front of the Penmsylvania
Raflroad Co.'s property.

“After March 31, 1869, the control and administration of the
riparian interests of the State was placed in the hands of com-
missioners appointed by the govermor and confirmed by the
Senate,

THE WHARF ACT,

“In 1851 the authorities of the State seem to have recog-
nized the necessity of placing the supervision and control of
the construction of wharves or docks in the hands of the loeal
authorities affected by these improvements, and on March 18,
1851 (P. L. 1851, p. 335), the legislature passed what is known
as the wharf act.

“This act gave the shore owner the authority to build docks
or wharves in front of his lands and outlined the necessary pro-
cedure to be followed in obtaining the right to do so. It set
forth that any owner of lands situated on tidewaters who
might desire to build a dock or wharf to extend beyond the
limits of ordinary low water should first obtain a license for
that purpose from the board of chosen freeholders of the
county in which the lands might lie; it provided that applica-
tions should be advertised in a mewspaper published in the
county, and, as throwing a little light on the advance we have
made, provided that in the event of a county in which no news-
paper was published that the notice might be published in the
paper of an adjoining county. This notice was to be published
for six weeks and was to be put up in five of the most public
places in the neighborhood of the lands in question, and the
netice was to specify the location and dimensions of the deck
o> wharf intended to be built, The freeholders, upon proof
of these formalities having been complied with, were to make
an examination and if, in their judgment, the improvement did
not appear to be injurions te public navigation, and after giv-
ing opportunity to these opposed to be heard, granted the
license sought.

“This license was to specify the limits of the improvement,
be recorded in the minutes of the freeholders, and recorded in
the clerk’s office of the county.

“1t was also provided that the dock in guestion sheunld be
built within five years of the time of issuing said license and
that the rights to the same should thereafter be vested in the
shore owner, and contained an interesting provision that it
should not be assignable, except with and as perfaining to the
land in front of which it was constructed, and that it should
pass by any sale of said lands as appurtenant to the same, thus
clearly being a recognition of the inherent right in the shore
owner to the uses and advantages of the waterway.

“It was also provided that in case of an owner situated on
tidewater, which was a boundary line between two counties,
practically the same procedure should be gone through with by
the freeholders of both counties. :

“ There were other provisions which are more in the nature
of details and not interesting in this connection.

“ It is of interest, however, to note that the legislature in 1851
defined the terms used in the act, and the eleventh section is as
follows:

“4nd be it enacted, That the term * ghore ' in this act shall be construed
to mean the land between the limits of ordinary high and low water;
the term “shore line' to mean the edge of the water at ordinary high
water;: and the term ‘shore owner' to mean the owner of the lands
above and adjoining the shore line.
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“This act applied to the entire State, of course, and numerous
docks were builf under it, perhaps a greater number in Essex,
Hudson, and Union Counties than in any other riparian counties
of the State.

“ No compensation to the State appears to have been provided
for in the act, and what the expenses were to these shore own-
ers in acquiring their licenses is a matter known only to the
parties interested. There was much good-natured gossip on this
question; without doubt the committee of the freeholders ap-
pointed to examine the locality of the dock applied for was
hospitably treated by the applicant. There is no reason to doubt
that the applicant provided glasses through which a view, favor-
able to his application, might be obtained by the freeholders,
and, as was the custom in those days of few hotels and less ex-
peditions means of travel, the comfort of the yisiting freeholders
“ias looked after as a matter of kindly hospitality, if nothing
else,

“A former governor of this State upon applying as counsel
for the full right of the State fo land on which existed a dock
built under one of these freeholders’ licenses was asked by the
State representatives if he knew what the license the owner had
obtained from the freeholder had cost him. The ex-governor,
who was known for his genial nature, smiled in a reminiscent
way, shaking his head, and said he could not tell.

“In 1869 the supplement to the act of 1864, creating the
riparian commission, was passed, and the wharf act of 1851 was
repealed so far as it applied to the waters of the Hudson River,
New York Bay, and Kill von Kull (to Enyards Dock on the Kill
von Kull), Enyards Dock being about at the foot of Ingham
* Avenue and Bayonne.

“Attempts were made thereafter to continue the work of con-
struction under freeholders' licenses, but the State objected and
commenced suit to prevent this being done and was successful
in its endeavors.

“The freeholders continued to have authority to grant licenses
in the rest of the riparian counties of the State until July 1,
1891, but on March 20, 1891, an act was passed repealing the
wharf act as to the entire State, provision being made in such
repeal that the freeholders might continue to exercise their
authority under the aect of 1851 until July 1, 1891, and the fur-
ther condition that any reclamation authorized under such
licenses should be complefed before January 1, 1892. So that,
notice being served on the shore owners by the act of March 20,
1891, that the wharf act was to go out of use on July 1, 1801,
a great rush was made in the intervening three months, par-
ticularly in Hudson, Union, and Middlesex Counties, to secure
these licenses, and there being but six months between July 1,
1891, and January 1, 1892, within which to complete any strue-
tures authorized, expedients were resorted to in an attempt to
comply with the provisions of the wharf act of 1851, and the
holders of these licenses hastened to make reclamation of the
lands under water, so as to come within the provisions of the
act. These improvements consisted, in many instances, and in
most instances, of simply placing piles or monuments at inter-
vals along the land covered by their respective licenses. In
many instances these piles were strung along, covering spaces
of from 100 to 3,000 feet. In some instances some form of con-
struction was attempted, such as piles connected by a string-
piece; in others a double row of piling had been driven, capped,
and planked.

“ Neither this form of construction nor the method of obtain-
ing the licenses conformed with the requirements of the act of
1851, and a case was brought to issue in 1894 to test the ques-
tions involved.

“A landowner in 1801 had secured one of these licenses from
the freeholders and had driven a line of piling, as above de-
scribed, and then sold the land with this license and this
construction attached. The purchaser then proceeded to build a
substantial and usable dock under color of title by this license
and reclamation. The State thereupon, through the attorney
general, filed an information to compel the removal of the dock
erected by the owner as an encroachment upon lands of the
State. After a careful presentation of the case on the part of
the State and of the landowner, the court decreed that the
land in question was located on lands of the State, without the
authority of the State, and was therefore decreed to be a pur-
presture upon the lands of the State, and that the landowner
should cause the removal of the same; also, that the landowner
should pay the costs of suit. This case is that of The State,
Aftorney General, informant, v. The American Lucol Co.

“ This finally disposed of the question, both of the right of the
freeholders to grant licenses and the character of the improve-
ments to be made under the same, and although the right to
the use and continuance of a specific dock, properly built under
freeholders’ license is not questioned, it is not the title of the

State, and when conveyance of shore-front property is now
made the full title of the State is sought.

“In 1864 (P. L., 1864, p. 781) the legislature appointed a
commission to look into the subject of the riparian rights of the
State, and in 1865 this commission made a report. In 1869 (P.
L., 1869, p. 1017) the act was passed creating the riparian
commission and repealing the wharf act as to the Hudson
River, New York Bay, and Kill van Kull. In 1801 (P. L., 1891,
p. 216) the wharf act was repealed as to the rest of the tidal
waters of the State, and thereafter the riparian commission was
the only source through which riparian grants were made.

“The fact of the absolute ownership of the State in these
lands ‘under water was not acqulesced in by all of the legal
authorities.

“In 1864, when the legislature was questioning the more
methodical administration of these lands, the opinion of legal
authorities was sought as to the rights of the State; and while
most of the authorities agreed that the State's title was abso-
lute, Hon. F. T. Frelinghuysen, attorney general of the State,
in an opinion given to the senate on the question as to whether
the State had a right to dispose of the lands under water ad-
joining the shore to other than riparian owners, after careful
reasoning and citing of cases, concludes:

“ That the State can not authorize another than the riparian. owner
to interpose between him and tidewater and can not take the shore
between high and low water mark for public use without giving com-
pensation.

“The present rule and practice is that the State may con-
sider the application of a nonriparian owner after the riparian
owner has had six months’ time within which to make the ap-
plication himself; but the act of M#rch 31, 1860, provides that
a grantee who is not the owner of the ripa—

“ghall not flll up or improve said lands under water until the rights
and interest of the riparian owner in said lands under water (if any
he has) shall be extingnished—

“and this is followed by the method of procedure to conserve
his rights. - <

*The act of March 20, 1801, however, provides that the owner
of the ripa shall have six months" notice of the application of
a nonriparian owner, but makes no mention of the ‘ rights and
interest (if any he has)’ in the lands under water applied for.

“It would seem as though the owner of lands fronting or
bounding on a tidal stream had some rights of access to and use
of the water, which he could not be deprived of without due
process and compensation. Gov. Marcus I. Ward, on April
11, 1864 (Legal Documents, 1867, p. 25), in filing, without his
approval, a bill granting certain lands under water in the
‘South Cove’ fo Mathiessen & Wiechers Sugar Refining Co.,
on the ground that the company were not the owners of the ripa,
used the following language:

*TE ugcpem to me that the owners of lands adjacent to tidewaters
have a better right to those waters for certain purposes than other
citizens of the Nation. It would create consternation among the owners
of such lands through (sic) the State to learn that no respect what-
ever was to be paid to the advantages derived from their adjacency to
tidewater.

“This inherent right in the upland or shore owner is recog-
nized by the State of Pennsylvania: By act approved June §,
1007, a ‘board of commissioners of navigation for the River
Delaware and its navigable tributaries’ was established, and
the law and practice of the State is expressed by the board as
follows:

“It has never been the practice In Pennsylvania to distinguish
riparian rights from other rights connected with the land: owning to
the water line, the owner has the use of the water, just as the owner
of land abutting on & street has the use of a street.

“The contrary view seems to be supported by a decision of
the court of errors and appeals in this State in the case of
Stevens v. The Paterson & Newark Railroad Co. (5 Vroom,
532), but a writer in a report to the Legislature of New Jersey,
in 1883, furnishes the following inferesting statement of fact
and citation of cases in relation to the ground for this decision:

** We desire it understood that we should not assume to sit in review
upon any decision of that court if we conceived that the court itself
would still adhere to the decision then made, but the circumstances are
such as to lead to the inevitable conclusion that the court which de-
cided the Stevens case would overrule that decision were the oppor-
tunity to present itself. That case was decided in the year 1870, and
the int was determined ugon legal authorities cited by the learped
chief justice who delivered the majority opinion. Reference was made
to the case of Gould v. Hudson River Railroad Co. (N. Y.) (2 Seld.,
522), and go far as the court was controlled by the American decisions
it is safe to say that it made the case of Gould a leading authority.
But it Is &lerfectlv clear that the court sought to ascertain and deter-
mined to declare In favor of the English rule of law upon the point as
to the right of the shore owner. In ascertaining the rule of law upon
that point as applied by the Engﬂish courts our courts clted and mainly
relied upon the case of Bucclench v. The Metropolitan Board of Works,
decided by the English Court of Exchequer, the decision of which came
to hand while our court was considering of Its decision in the Stevens
case. That decision of the exchequer court was adverse to the right of
ihe shore owner, and being then unreversed, was treated by our court
as properly stating the English rule of law upon that point; and upon




7052

CONGRESSIONAT RECORD—HOUSE.

May 23,

was ad
owner. Chancellor Zabriskie, who took however, rendered a very
elaborate dissenting opinion, in which held that the rigar:lsn ro-
prietor had a right to the natural privileges conferred on his land of
wlhid: he could not be deprived even by the State without due eompen-
sation.

“After the decision of the Stevens case by our court :Fon the
strength of the case of Buccleuch v. The Metropolitan Board Works,
as determined in the court of exchequer, an ngﬁal was taken in the
latter case to House of Lords, and after borate argument the
decision of the exchequer court was on April 30, 1872, reversed and
the right of the shore owner established h; the highest court of Eng-
land. (Law Repts. 5 (House of Lerds), 418.) It may be well for us
to see just what the House of Lotds there decided. The case arose as
follows: The Duke of Bueclench was the owner of a lease and in pos-
session of Montagu House, which had an ornamental garden in its rear
which ndjoined the River Thames, and the natural flow of the water at
high tide bronght it up to hiz garden wall—the frontage of the garden
on the river was 145 feet. The metropolitan board of works, under
authority of Parliament, construeted an embankment along the Rlver

es which cut off the flow of the water to the Duke's garden. We
il.oow cite some of the propositions stated by the judges in the House of

this the Stevens case decided adversely to the right of the shore
ge

rds @

“*The Duke was entltled as riparian owner to the regular flow of
the water all along the extremity of his garden. * * * Now, the
deprivation of the water right is clearly an injurious affecting of the
premises to which it 1s annexed within the proper meaning of the term.

“*No doubt has been entertained by any of the judges who have had
to consider this case that the plaintiff i entitled to eompensation in
respect to the taking of his musev;:g and the consequent njugg to his
&)‘roperty h{ depriv it of the direct access which that afforded to the

hames, " plaintiff, as owner of land abutting on a navi-
gable river, was entitled to a right of access to the stream along his
whole frontage, and not merely at the spot where his jetty projected.
® * * The Duke had the land constituting the residence Montagn
House, with the courtyard, offices, and garden attached, and had an-
nexed and appurtenant to it the jetty or landing place, and although

he had not the bed of the river, he had the easement or right or privi-
lege, by whatever name it may be called, of the flow of the River
Thames in its natural channel up to his garden wall. He had one

entire thing. He had not the land alone, or the jetty alome, or the
right of the flow of the water of the river alone; he had all combined
ther; and if anyone had done an act injurious to the land or the
o or to the right to the flow of the water, he would have had a
al right of actlon against-him. If the owner of the soil of the bed
the river or anyone else had construeted an emba ent and road-
way upon fhe jetty or landing place, so as to shut out the Duke's
Do e e cammac Hirer, foF dastroyiug hin Jetey: mscoudly, fir fe
or two causes: or 2 his » secondly, for de-
priving him of his riparian right. * * * The prope}'tedy of the
plaintiff in error in this case was what is commonly ealled riparian
property. The meaning of that is that it had a water frontage. The
meaning of its having a water frontage was this, that it had a right to
the undisturbed flow of the river, which l?am along the whole front-
age of the proper]t% in the form In which it had been formerly accus-
tomed to pasa. at being the state of things, this water frontage,
with these rights which the plaintiff in error possessed, were taken for
the purposes of the act. Beyond all doubt the water right was a
proc{:erty belonging to the plaintiff, for which compensation was to be
made.’

“And the writer goes on to cite other English cases to the
same effect, and states that the American rule as determined
by the Supreme Court of the United States is in full accord
with the principles laid down in the English cases cited, follow-
ing this assertion with references to a great number of adjudi-
cated cases, and concludes as follows: The conclusion is that
these decisions of the highest tribunals, both in England and in
this country, have wholly subverted the rule laid down in the
Stevens case, and affirmed that the shore owner has such a
vested right to have the water flow to his ripa as he can not be
divested of by the State without the exercise of eminent domain.

“T am bound to admit, however, that the decision in the
case of the Mayor and Council of the City of Hoboken v. Penn-
sylvania R. R. Co. (124 U. 8., p. 656) is rather disconcerting to
this view. The syllabus in this case holds generally that:

“The act of March 81, 1869, is not objectionable under ihe State
constitution on account of its f.ltle, that the interest of the Btate in
the riparian lands Is a distinct and separate estate, and that a State's

grantes holds the exclusive title against the adverse claim of right of
myhby a municipality by virtue of an original dedication to high-water
mar

“Although there have been cases in New Jersey where appli-
cation has been made to the State by a nonriparian owner,
the question of the equity of the riparian owner has never been
passed on by the riparian commission, for the reason that in
some of these cases the application has been made with the
consent’ of the riparian owner, and in others the riparian
owner has, before the expiration of the six months, availed
himself of his right and presented his own application, so that
the question of the rights or equity of the shore owner has not
arisen. .

* Hon. Abraham Browning, Cortland Parker, and George M.
Robeson agreed practically that the State had the right to
dispose of these lands under water without regard to the
owner of the upland in front of which they were situated; and
yet, running through the reasoning and decision of all these
men is a recognition that up to 1851 the shore owner, under
what was called the ‘common law, had certain courtesies or
rights, and these rights have been recognized in the decisions
of the courts to the extent that any reclamation of lands under

water between high and low water line, made previous to the
year 1869, vested the title to such lands in the riparian owner,

“This custom or principle was affirmed in the great case of
the Trustees of the School Fund and the Lehigh Valley Rail-
road v. The Central Railroad Co. of New Jersey, in the follow-
ing manmer:

“About the year 1863 the Central Railroad Co. bought the
fringe of the shore, or a strip 3 feet in width, all the way
from about where the old abattoir stood on the shore at
Lafayette around, to, and across the mouth of Mill Creek, to
about Warren Street in Jersey City, and under this ownership,
as well as under a claim of right through its charter, proceeded
to construct, by building on a trestle, a railroad, which is still
the line of the Ceniral Railroad, to the Central Rallroad Ferry,
and also proceeded to fill in a considerable part of what is
known as the South Cove or Communipaw Bay. .

“In 1865 the commission appointed to examine into the sub-
ject of riparian rights and to submit maps submitted a map
showing certain basing and lines for improvements in these
same waters. The Central Railroad Co., disregarding these
lines, proceeded with improvements and developed and filled in
large areas.

“In 1872 the riparian commission, by direction of the legis-
lature, granted to the New Jersey West Line Railroad Co.
to whose title and charter the Lehigh Valley Railroad Co. had
succeeded, a block of land some 500 feet in width by about
4,000 feet in length, running through the heart or axis of the
lands under water afterwards granted to the Central Railroad
Co., about one-half the area of which had been, up to that
time, bulkheaded and filled in by the Central Railroad Co.

“ Now this block of land, 500 feet wide by 4,000 feet long,
was in front of upland to which the New Jersey West Line
Railroad Co. neither had, nor claimed to have, any title, but
was granfed on the assumption that the State was the absolute
owner of its lands under water, and withont the courtesy of
the six months’ notice provided for in the act of 1869; but I
have an impression that the rights or claims of the Van Horne
family, who owned most of the upland in front of which this
land under water lay, were satisfied or guieted.

“The Central Railroad Co., which had been requested and
pressed by the State authorities to either desist from filling in
these lands under water or to apply to the State for a proper
grant for the same, did apply in 1874, and a grant was made in
that year fo the Central Railroad Co. for $300,000, of all the
lands under water in Communipaw Cove and New York Bay,
as well as In some other waters of minor importanee, in front of
upland owned by the company, with the exception of the land
granted to the New Jersey West Line Railroad Co. and -some
others not germane to this phase of the question. .

“ No attempt was made by the New Jersey West Line Rail-
road Co. to occupy or use the land and land under water
granted by the State in 1872; but the Lehigh Valley Railroad
Co., having succeeded to the rights of the New Jersey West
Line Railroad Co., with the cooperation of the trustees for the
support of public schools, who were interested in the question,
proceeded, by suit in ejectment, to establish its title to the land
in question, and succeeded in this suit as to the entire area
covered by the grant, with the exception of a very small por-
tion lying between the original high-water line, which had been
filled in by the Central Railroad Co. previous to the year 1869;
thus aflirming, in a case of stupendous importande and finaneial
magnitude, the principle above set down that previous to 1860
reclamations made between the high and low water line became
the property of the adjacent shore owner, and also that the
State was the absolute owner of the lands under water and
could, with the possible limitations above suggested, convey the
same to anyone, regardless of the shore or upland owner.

“There is an idea or an impression prevalent, even among
lawyers, that adverse possession does not operate or run against
the State; that is to say, that the rule that ordinarily applies
to an individual having had adverse possession of lands for the
period of 20 years, vests title to the same in such possessor,
does not apply to the State of New Jersey. This is, however,
not true. -

“A general statute of the State of New Jersey, which will be
found in No., 2 of the revision, page 1978, section 27, provides:

“That no person or persons, bodles politic or corporate, shall be
suned or impleaded by the Btate of New Jersey for any lands, tene-
ments or hereditaments, or for any rents, revenues, issues, or profits
therecf, but within 20 years after the right, title, or cause of action to
the same acerue, and not after.

“But this fact, while it would no doubt vest title in lands
filled in below high-water line, if the State did not assert its
title within 20 years of the time the encroachment was made,
the rights of the State to the lands under water in front of the
same would not in any way be impaired or changed.
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“8o that the praetice, founded on law and subsequent legis-
lation and decisions of the eourt is, that a person owning land
fronting on the navigable water at mean high tide is entitled
to apply to the properly constituted agent of the State for title
to the lands under water out to such line or lines for improve-
ments as may be fixed by the State through these agents, and
thereafter to attach all the rights and emoluments incident to:
the navigable waters in question, such as the right to fill in and
build npon and exercise the ordinary property rights as well as
to collect wharfage and such rights as are incident to naviga-
tion.

“The practical application of these doctrines and of the ad-
ministration of these interests of the State is that the commis-
sion or authority having it in charge make an examination of
the waters under contemplation and decide where the line for
solid filling and the line for piers may be placed, which shall at
once make the shore attractive and useful for commercial de-
velopment and convenient of approach by vessels, and at the
same time conserve and not encroach upon or interfere with
the general navigation by the public of the waters in question.

“ Upon receipt of an application for 'such water rights by the
owner of the shore or ripa (and in the case of a nonriparian

_owner the proceeding is only delayed months), the commis-
sion having previously fixed the lines above referred to and
filed a map showing the same, in the office of the seeretary of
state, proceeds to acquaint itself with the value of the lands in
question, or rather, to fix such a price as will adequately com-
pensate the State for its equity in these lands, at the same time
seeking not to embarrass or discourage the location of com-
mercial industries or enterprises desiring the rights.

“YWhen this price has been fixed and agreed to by the appli-
cant, the question of hig title is submitted to the legal advisor
of the board and upon approval of the same a deseription and
formal grant conveying the rights of the State is prepared, is
gigned by the commissioners, is submitted to the governor for
his consideration and signature, if approved, has then the State
seal attached and attested by the secretary of state, and is
then ready for delivery upon receipt of the consideration. This
consideration, when received, is paid into the State treasury,
and is then invested and the proceeds devoted to the support of
free public schools.

“A number of interesting questions arise in the administra-
tion of this trust, which, while perhaps of particular interest to
the legal profession, are of interest to every thoughtful mind,
as a part of the administration of the great water front of our
county and State,

“The question as to the location and direction the lines of
these lands under-water shall take is an interesting one; what
is known as the Massachusetts rule has been generally followed
in this particular, and, briefly stated, it is that where a shore
line is continuously straight, or practically so, for any consid-
erable distance, the lines of the lands under water are said to
run at right angles to this shore line, and the only limitation
to this principle is, how much of the shore ghall be considered
in the application of this rule.

“In® the practice in our own tidewaters, before the creation
of the riparian commission, a shore owner at Edgewater, in
Bergen County, in 1866, procured from the freeholders under
the wharf act of 1851, a license to build a dock, and the de-
sceription in thig license illustrates one of the phases of this
branch of the subject.

“The license in question was issued under the act of 1851,
and the description is as follows:

“ License to build such dock, wharf, or pler in front of his said
lands, in the township of Hackensack, in the eounty of Befgen, beyond
the limits of ordinary low-water mark in Hudson River :

“ Beginning at the northeasterly corner of the lands owned by the
licensee, where the northerly boundary line of sald land terminates at
law-water mark on said river "—you will note the presumption is that
the licensee already had the right to go out to low-water mark—*" and
running thence easterly and perpendicular to the stream or currents
of sald river about 500 feet "—Iit is not difficult to apprehend the con-
fusion that would arise from making all of the grants along an ordl-
nary river perpendicular to the stream or currents of the same—
“ thence southerly along and parallel with sald stream or current about
1100 feet; thence westerly on a line perpendicular to said stream or
current about 500 feet to low-water mark; thence along low-water
mark northerly 100 feet to the place of beginning,

“And this lcense is signed by G. G. Ackerman, director, and
witnessed by M. M. Wygant, clerk, and is proved by the said
;:IS%rgz before Manning M. Knapp, master in chancery, March 12,

“But when the riparian commission, in 1869, fixed exterlor
lines for solid filling and piers, they took in a much longer
section of shore front than that contemplated by the free-
holders, and the consequence was that the line for solid filling
fixed for the section considered by the riparian commissioners,
was not parallel to the smaller section previously considered by

the freeholders, and a line at right angles to the line fixed by
the commission was not parallel to or coincident with the line
fixed by the freeholders for the license in question.

“The licensee in this ease, after 1869, when the wharf act
was repealed as to the Hudson River, continued the work of
construeting this dock for which he had the license in 1866, and
was stopped by the State of New Jersey on the ground that hig
rights had expired or had become forefeited under the repeal
of the act, and he was obliged to take out the rights to con-
tinue his work from the State, which he did in 1875, and when
this grant was made by the State, through its riparian com-
missioners, it was made on the broader principle of lines per-
pendicular to an exterior line that should parallel a greater exs
tent of shore front than that contemplated by the freeholders
in 1865; the result being that a section of land under water in
the form of a trapezoid was left ungranted by the State, and
was afterwards added to the grant made in 1875.

“ Again, the Massachusetts rule provides that where there
is a pronounced cove, with jutting capes on either end, causing
a less frontage on the exterior line than on the shore, it be-
comes necessary to apportion the frontage on the exterior line
proportionally to the frontage on the shore; and a pronounced
example of this condition is the New York Bay shore between
Caven Point and Constables Hook.

“The principle laid down was equitable and in our State be-
came legal, for in a suit in ejectment fo try the question of title
to lands on the Passaic River, over which there was a conflict
arising from a difference of opinion as to the. direction these
lines should take, the rule above set forth was affirmed by the
court in the case of the Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Rail-
road Co. v. Cornelius Hannon, in 1875, reported in REighth
Vroom, page 276.

“ 8till another development or modification of this question
of the bounds of the lands under water arises from the legal
proposition that accretions made and joining to the upland
inure to and become the property of the owner of such upland;
but the direction of the side lines of such upland owner across
this accretion to the new high-water line was the subject of
dispute until adjudicated upon by the courts. ]

“One can readily see, in the case of an owner fronting on
the shore, the side lines of whose land approach the shore rap«
idly converging and leaving but a limited frontage on the high-
water line, if this high-water line is extended by land formed
in front by acecretion, that the continuation in straight lines of
these original land lines might very easily meet before the new
high-water line was reached and the owner be deprived of any
frontage whatever on the water; or, on the other hand, where
these land lines in question diverge as they approach the shore,
to continue them in straight lines would unduly increase the
frontage of such owner by the time they reached the water.

“Another very interesting development of the law of acere-
tions was very thoroughly shown in a case some 25 years ago,
in which the owners or successors in title of the Highlands of
Navesink sought to eject the Ceniral Railroad Co. and others
from the occupation and use of the present strip of land run-
ning between the ocean and the Shrewsbury River, between
Sandy Hook and Long Branch.

“The title to the locality now known as the Highlands, just
south of Sandy Hook, in Monmouth County, on which the con-
spicuous Twin Lighthouses stand, was vested in the Hartshorne
family in 1761, and the Highlands were divided into two equal
paris by a line running very nearly east and west. This parti-
tion line began at a point back in the country and came down
in very nearly a straight line by definite courses and distances
to the ‘sea. s .

“About 25 years ago the successorg to the Hartshorne title
began suit to eject the Central Railroad Co. and others from the
use and occupation of the strip of land rumning between the
ocean and the river, in front of the Highlands, on the ground
that their title ran to the ‘sea’ Their claim was that their
title went across the river and across this strip of sand to the
present ocean or ‘sea.’

“An examination of the very ancient maps in the possession
of the Government in the Congressional Library at Washington,
as well as the reading of history, disclosed the fact that at the
time of this deed, in 1761, the ‘sea’ did actually wash up
against the foot of the Highlands; there was no strip of sand
intervening between the river and the ‘sea’ and Sandy Hook
joined on the Highlands, at what would be the northeast part
of the same. The surveys also demonsirated that the distanee
measured from the original starting point ended at the foot of
the Highlands, west of the river, and did not carry across the
river to the present shore of the ocean. The Government maps
and history also showed that this strip of sand had grown up
and joined by accretion to the extension northward of Long
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Branch and Monmouth Beach, and after a very carefully con-
ducted suit, in which the late Chancellor Willlamson and Mr.
Robert W. De Forrest appeared for the railroad company and
the present Judge William H. Vredenbergh appeared for the
successors in title to the Hartshorne family, the courts decided
that the lands in question were formed by accretion, joining on
to the land to the south, and the railroad company and others,
having taken title through this source, were rightfully in pos-
session,

“Dr. Cornelius Brett, in his very valuable paper read before
this society March 27, 1908, entitled “ The Dutch Settlements in
Hudson County,” laying the foundation for a series of historical
papers, on page 3 says: L

“On certain pld maps, immediately after Verrazano's voyage in 1527,
there began to appear the name of ‘ Norumbega.' The maps were, of

course, rude suggestions of the outlines of sea and shore, without any
attempt at measurement or triangulation.

“I have with me this evening a facsimile reproduction of
a map of this locality, made about the year 1615, which agrees
almost exactly with Dr. Brett's description of the map of 1527,
and where it differs, it is a tribute to the doctor’s delightfully
literary and yet discriminating reading and knowledge of maps.

“The doctor says of the maps of 1527:

“The maps were, of course, rude suggestions of the outlines of sea
and ghore, without any attempt at measurement or triangulation.

“This was literally true and describes the map of 1615 I
have before me, except in this map, nearly 100 years later,
some attempt has been made to suggest measurement and tri-
angulation, for the degrees of latitude are shown.

- “The writer of this paper has in his possession copies he
made in 1882, at the Congressional Library in Washington, of
maps of this locality made in 1680 and 1776, which, with the
map of 1615, form an interesting exhibit of the progress of
cartography in 160 years. These maps show plainly that, at
the time there was no strip of sand, as now, forming the
Shrewsbury River, but that the gea or ocean washed up against
the Highlands, and the inlet described by Cooper is very clearly
shown on the interesting United States Coast Survey chart,
published about the year 1844.

“T know of no more attractive and truthful description of
thig locality than that contained in Fenimore Cooper’s ‘The
Water Witch.! He is leading up to the dramatic disappearance
of the beautiful niece of Alderman Van Beverout. The worthy
alderman saw no sin in pushing commerce a step beyond the
limits of the law, and after a bargaining conference with
Master Seadrift, of the brigantine Water Witch, who seemed
to divide his time between smuggling and love-making, the niece
disappeared. Shortly afterwards, during a storm, the Water
Witch also disappeared, and the gallant English eaptain—
Ludlow—of her Majesty, Queen Anne's frigate Coquetie, in
love with the niece as well, was much puzzled to account for
her disappearance. He found, upon sounding the inlet the
next day, that there were two fathoms of water at high tide,
thus explaining the disappearance of the Water Witch.

“ Cooper’'s description of this locality, however, agrees so
closely with the conditions of the coast in his day, as shown by
the United States Government charts, I am impressed with the
thought that the graceful author used them as the mise en
scene for his story of happenings back in good Queen Anne's
time; he says:

“A happy mixture of land and water, seen by a bright moon and
beneath the sky of the fortieth degree of latitnde, ean not fall to make
a pleasing picture. Such was the landscape which the reader must
now endeavor to present to his mind.

“The wide estuary of Raritan Is shut in from the winds and billows
of the open sea by a long, low, and narrow cape, or point, which, by a
medley of the Duteh and English languages, that Is by no means rare
in the names of places that lle within the former territories of the
United Provinces of Holland, is known by the name of Sandy Hook.
This tongue of land appears to have been made by the unremitting and
orgosing actions of the waves on one pide and the currents of the
different rivers that empty thelr waters into the bay on the other. It
is commonly connected with the low coast of New Jerse{. to the south;
but there are perlods of many years in successlon, during which there
exists an inlet from the sea, between what may be termed the inner
end of the cape and the mainland. During these periods Sandy Hook,

of course, becomes an island. Suoch was the fact at the time of which
it is our business to write.

“On the subject of maps, I want here to pay tribute to the
accuracy of the maps of the United States Coast and Geodetic
Survey. It would require a paper in itself to give any idea of
the devotion and fidelity of the United States Government engi-
neers to this vitally important work from the selection and
measurement of the base line, an operation as delicate as the
most delicate surgical operation; the determination of the

primary triangulation, with its development into the secondary
and tertiary; to the filling in of the minutest details, the ex-
tent and enormous importance of the hydrographic work to the
commerce of the world, as well as to the lives of the millions of

human beings coming to and leaving our shores, is too little
understood and therefore too little appreciated: but I want
here, after an acquaintance with and professional use of the
coast survey charts of our Government, extending bver 30
years, to testify that I have found them minutely and abso-
lutely accurate and reliable; and I regard the United States
Coast Survey Department second to none in importance in its
administration of the affairs of our great Nation.

“An interesting decision affecting the law of accretion was
given in what is known as the * Shriver Case.” :

“On July 17, 1897, William Shriver made application, in due
form, and complied with all the requirements of the board in
furnishing an accurate survey of the lands in front of which
the riparian rights were desired, abstract of title, and so forth,
and after consideration of the application and action thereon,
the board, on August 31, 1897, executed the grant and delivered
the same. The grant In question covered a strip of land under
water the width of the lot owned by Shriver, and within the
side lines of the same, extended from the high-water line as it
existed at the time of the grant, about 1,000 feet into the At-
lantle Ocean, said grant stating that it was conditional upon
Shriver being the riparian owner.

“ Subsequent to the time of the grant by the State the action
of the ocean was such as to make up or form land in front of
the high-water line as it existed at the time of the grant, and
upon Shriver taking possession of this aceretion the Ocean City
Assoclation, in the supreme court, brought suit in ejectment
against Shriver to recover possession of the land, and judgment
was rendered against said association. Upon the case being
carried to the court of errors and appeals, however, the judg-
ment of the supreme court was reversed and judgment given
the Ocean City Association.

“The following 1s a brief statement of the case as presented
to the courts:

“The plaintiff, the Ocean City Assoclation, in 1880 purchased
a tract containing several thousand acres of wholly unimproved
land, known as Pecks Beach, in Cape May County, and lying
between the Atlantic Ocean and Great Egg Harbor Bay. On
this tract a summer resort known as Ocean City has grown
up. In 1883 the association caused a map to be made, showing
a part of the above tract laid out into streets, and blocks di-
vided into lots. On this map Ocean Avenue was delineated,
practically parallel with and distant some 250 feet inland from
the high-water line of the Atlantic Ocean, and the space so
intervening was undivided. By deed bearing date October 29,
1884, the association conveyed lot No. 849 to one Henry B.
Howell. This lot is on the westerly side of Ocean Avenue,
between Ninth and Tenth Streets. It had between it and the
Atlantic Ocean, Ocean Avenue and the strip of undivided beach
above referred to, and was simply described as a lot 50 by 135,
lying between Ocean Avenue on the east and a 15-foot alley
on the west. Howell, by deed dated April 21, 1895, conveyed
this lot by the same description to William Shriver, the defend-
ant in this suit. There was evidence that the ocean, after
1880, gradually worked inland, carrying away the undivided
beach and Ocean Avenue or the greater part of said avehue in
front of the lot in question, and that in 1895 the ordinary high
water came up to this lot. In 1897 the ocean began to recede,
and the grant of the riparian commissioners to Shriver in 1897
indicates a high-water line in Ocean Avenue and west of the
center line of the same. The grant by the riparian commis-
sioners to William Shriver, of August 3, 1897, covered in terms
a tract of land under water at mean high tide, the width of
his lot and within the side lines of the same, extended from
the high-water line as it existed at the time of the grant 0S5
feet into the Atlantic Ocean to the commissioners’ exterior line,

“The syllabus of the opinion of the court of errors and
appeals, written by Depue, C. J., and dissented from by Magie,
Ch., and Dixon and Collins, J. J., is as follows:

“ Held, that if the EJla.LutiR (The Ocean City Association) was the
owner of the land.on the line of ordinary high water in front of this
lot at the time of its deed to defendant's grantor, it is .the owner
of the land obtalned by accretion, since the riparian owner is entitled
to all alluvial increase, and defendant did not become the owner of
the land conveyed by the riparian grant, and therefore an instruction
that if the high-water line in 1895 advanced to this lot it became a

riparian lot and whatever alluvial increase the ocean in its advance,
brought to and in front of the lot belongs to the defendant was er-

roneous.

“ From the reasoning of the court in this case it would seem
that if land is carried away by erosion of the ocean, the fitle
to the land so carried away is not lost, but if the ocean recedes
and the land reappears and the original ownership is capable
of identification, the subject does not lose his property.

“And this principle is set forth in the famous treatise ‘de
jure maris et brachiorum ejusdem,” ascribed to Lord Chief
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Justice Hale, the acknowledged authority -on this branch of the
law, in the following quaint language: :

“If a subject hath land adjoining the sea and the violence of the sea
swallow it up, but so that there be reasonable marks to continue the
notice of it, or though the marks be defaced, yet If by situation and
extent of quantity and bounding unpon the firm land the same can be
known, though the sea leave this land again or it be by art or industry
regained, the subject doth nof lose his propriety.

“Under this case and adjudication it is of importance for us
all, in acquiring riparian rights, either as adjuncts to our busi-
ness enterprises or as part of our seashore homes, to learn
what the position or location of the hfgh-water line was at the
time our title originated.

“A very ancient exercise of the ownership of the State over these
lands under water took the form of granting to persons the right
of fishery, and as early as 1783 this right was exercised by the
State and has continned down to the present time. I believe
such a fishery right existed in front of the Van Buskirk farm on
New York Bay at Constables Hook.

“These fishery rights consisted of a grant of the right to use
the shore between high-water mark and low-water mark for
the purpose of drawing seines or nets that were used for the
best known and popular purpose of catching shad, and those
who have witnessed the extensive operations of the shad fish-
eries on the Delaware will have some idea of the extent and
value of these rights. These rights are held paramount to the
rights of the upland owner to acquire the land under water for
commercial purposes and must be reckoned with or extinguished
before they can be disregarded.

“These rights are not so valuable now as they were formerly,
for the reason that they are not so productive, the shad being
not nearly so plentiful and in some cases having almost disap-
peared. It will be a surprise to most of us that the catehing of
whales was ever a New Jersey industry, and nothing indicates
in so marked a way the natural changes that take place in the
course of years as a reference to an act passed by the Assembly
of New Jersey in 1603, which recites as follows:

“* Whalery in the Delaware River has been in so great a mesure in-
vaded by strangers and foreigners,” etc., and ennetiréf:

“*That all persons now residing within the precinets of this provinee
or within the province-of Pennsylvania who shall kill or bring on shore
any whale or whales within aware Bay or elsewhere within the
boundaries of this government, to pay one-tenth of the oil to the gov-
ernor.’

“1In the very interesting paper read by Mr. Daniel Van Winkle,
president of this society, under the title ‘The Dutch under
English Rule, 1674-1775," reference is made, on page 12, as
follows:

“ Van Vorst's possessions were separated from the mainland by the
Mill Creek; a stream of goodly size that wound its tortuous way from
the bay at about the present intersection of Johnston Avenue and
PMI?S Street, and thence in a norf.he%y direction, crossing present
Grand Street about 150 feet east of Pacific Avenue, continuing thence
still northerly through the marsh to the Polnt of Rocks, the present
gite of the Pennsylvania Raillroad roundhouse, and along the 'gue of
the hill, around back of Aharsimus Cove, meeting the waters of a
creck emptying into the bay at Hoboken.

“ This stream was of great advantage to the old Dutch residents for
readily transporting their farm products to the markets of New York.
A favorite landing place was at Newark Avenue where West Shore
freight honse now stands, and also at the bridge that crossed the stream
near Priors Mill, that stood about the present junction of Freemont
Btreet and Railroad Avenue. Perhaps we may better realize the im-
portance of this stream by Lnserﬂnf following ad.:

“*11th October, 1770, to be sold.—A large white wood peria b
Yenrs old, now in Fm order, with a new t of salls. She is B§ feet
ong and T feet wide. Suitable for a miller or farmer. She now lies
at Priors Mill, in Bergen, where any person may view her.'

“ This graphic and interesting description leaves in our minds
a delightful picture of a guiet stream that rose and fell with the
tides of New York Bay and Hudson River, washing the shores
of Communipaw and ‘Mill Creek John Van Horn's farm,” and
on whose bosom floated the commerce of that ancient time,
stopping at the busy shipping ports of Priors Mill and others
along its line; but the facts to-day are that the creek in question
is nearly obliterated. Some sections of it remain as the axis
of a swamp, but the greater part of it has been filled in and is
covered by buildings either for dwelling or commercial uses.

* 8till, the title of the State to the lands originally flowed by
this ancient stream, so graphically portrayed, remains; and
even to-day, when property is transferred, any part of which
occupies the site of the now obliterated Mill Creek—this * stream
of goodly size’—it is necessary, before the title companies will
guarantee and insure the title, for the State to release, by deed
signed by. the governor and sealed with the great seal of the
State, attested by the secretary of state, its ancient rights in
the premises.

“It must have been with some surprise, and, it may be, in-
dignation, that our nelghbors, the Stratfords, in the course of
the formation of a company in the development of their im-
portant paper industry on Cornelison Avenue, just south of
Montgomery Street, as recently as 1905, found it necessary to

secure the State’s title to the lands anciently flowed by Oyster
Creek, which lazily meandered, a tributary to Mill Creek. We
can hardly imagine such a thing as taking oysters from this
locality.

“In considering the development of the water front of our
county we shall find that our early legislators found it neces-
sary to remonstrate and protest against the actions and attitude
of our neighbors across the Hudson. This question is not a
sentimental one as regards the interest and history of Hudson
County’s water front,

“Previous to August 11, 1880, the matter of fixing exte-
rior lines for docks, ete., on the waters of New York Bay and
waters tributary thereto was left largely in the hands of the
munieipalities interested and resulted in encroachments on the
waterways that were viewed with alarm by students of the
subject. I think without doubt both New York and New
Jersey were open to criticism; but in a report made by a com-
mission appointed by our legislature in 1848 to ascertain the
extent and value of the lands under water in Hudson County
reference is made to the boundary-line agreement of 1834, as
follows:

“The boundary line between the States of New York and New Jer-
sey, * * * ghall be the middle of sald river, etec. Since the
date of this agreement, very extensive alterations of the New York
shore, ete., have been made, etc.,, and yet larger extensions are in serl-
ons agitation. It is respectfully submitted that measures should be
adopted to ascertain and locate this bonnm line
ments, etc., before it is involved In in tude
pute, ete.

“This suggestion was not adopted, and the very result pre-
dicted followed. It was not until 1888—40 years after—that
the boundary line was definitely fixed, and it was necessary to
resurrect and reconstruct the maps of the shore line of 1834 in
order properly to do so.

“This report of the commissioners in 1848 is a most inter-
esting one and will repay careful reading in its entirety; but I
will give some extracts which, I think, will interest you.

“The report states that the commissioners met in Jersey
City on June 6, 1848, and at subsequent times; that they had
a map prepared to exhibit the water line of the county of Hud-
son; that the map was prepared ‘in a manner entirely satis-
factory by Andrew Clerk, Esq., of Jersey City'; and a series
of 13 written guestions were submitted to the corporation of
Jersey City and others, ‘and full and explicit replies obtained.’

“The commissioners make graceful asknowledgment in the .
following language:

“The commissioners desire to make grateful acknowlelgment for
these and wother facilities, and indeed for a kind and courteous recep-
tion on the part of all with whom they came in contact in the prosecu-
tion of their Inquiries.

“Then follows an interesting description of the shore line
of Hudson County and a reference to the ancient grants and
laws affecting the rsubject.

“T shall refer here to only a few of the guestions and an-
swers above referred to.

“ Fourth. To what p e o
high-water line and the nnel

“Answer by Jersey City:

“ Home of the lands below high-water line on the east side of Hud-
son County are occupled for ﬁers and wharves. A portion of said
lands have been reclalmed and applied to streets, bullding lots, ete.
Nearly all the flats on the east side of the county may be advantageously
npplied to the same and kindred purposes. )

‘ Sixth. To what uses are such lands applied which lle south of
Jersey City, and to what further uses may they be applled, If reclaimed,
under the authority of the State now and prospectively?

“Answer by Jersey City:

“The lands flowed by the tides south of Jersey City are all natural
oyster beds and furnish subsistence to a large number of fishermen,
Ig reclalmed, these lands would be valuable as ding lots.

“ Eighth. How much of the lands rormerl{ covered by water has
been reclaimed within the limits of Jersey City? How reclaimed, and
to what uses put? :

“Answer by Jersey City:

“About 10 acres of land formerly covered by water have been re-
claimed in Jersey City by filling in with earth to raise it above high
water. It is used for streets and building lots and is worth at least
$200,000, The entire profits of the speculation have been received by
the ‘ asociates of the Jersey comdmny,‘ who, as pretended owners, either
reclaimed the land and then sold it in bullding lots to others, or, as In
most cases, sold * * * the submerged land in its natural state

by survey monu-
and possible dis-

r uses are or may the lands between
or New York line be applied?

to be ﬂz}ed up by the purchaser. A small portion of the reclaim
land is held by lessees of the associates for a coal depot and landing
pla}'ca for the steamers.

th. What was the extent of the projected Improvement north
of Jersey City?
“Answer by Jersey City:

“The projected ‘improvement,’ so ealled, is believed to embrace at
least 12 acres. r

“These answers will cause us to smile as we contemplate
the present development of the water front of our county.
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“This same series of questions was propounded to H. South-
mayd, Esq., and I give his answer to the eighth gquestion, as it
gives so intelligent a description of the conditions in lower Jer-
sey City at that time:

“ Question 8. How much of the lands formerly covered by water has
been reclaimed within the limits of Jersey City? How reclaimed, and
to what uses put?

“Answer. Jersey City in the year 1804 contained 73 acres 3 rods
and 30 links, as will appear by a map of Richard Outwater made
about that time. When the associates bought Mangin's map was made
and laid out all of Jersey City, contalning 73 acres, as before stated,
including 23 acees of land under water unreclaimed lying around the
city. [Eleven acres of this 23 are still under water and unreclaimed.
Nearly 4 acres of the land reclaimed have been reclaimed by the New
Jersey Raillroad for their depot and for the depot of the Hudson River
Railroad Co., for which they pald but a nominal consideration to the
associates of the Jersey company, nearly 2 acres, or a block of 32 lots,
by the Morris Canal Co., also paying a nominal consideration, the re-
mainder being 104 lots, or about G} acres, by the assoclates of the Jer-
sey company and their grantees. Besides this, the associates, 30 or 40

ears sinece, reclaimed a strip of land east of HHudson Street of about

0 feect wide, beginning at Essex Street and extending to York, about
1,000 feet; and recently the land now used by the Cunard Line of mail
steamers between Jersey City and Liverpool was reclaimed by the as-
gociates, containing abtout 30 lots, exclusive of wharves and streets.
The uses for which the property thus reclaimed has been put have been
stated to wit, the strip of land east of Hudson Street, the Cunard im-

rovement for the accommodation of that line of steamers, the New

ersey Rallroad and Hndson River Railroad depots, the Morris Canal
Wharf Some of the land reclaimed is now owned Ly private indi-
viduals ; that is to say, some lots on Hudson Street and some on Mont-
gomery BStreet and other parts of the city, on which dwe]l[:ig houses,
hotels, stores, manufactories, foundries, etc.,, have been erected. Forty-
eight lots have been given for echurch, school, market, and publie
grounds. The manner in which this land has been reclaimed has been
mostly by building bulkheads, filling them up with broken rock, stone,
and by surplus earth from the streets and robbish from the city of New
York. - Recently the mud outside of the bulkhead has been applied to
the filling up inside by a dredging machine; this, though expensive, is
in a measure compensated by the greater depth of water obtained.

“J. D. Miller, Esq.. made a general reply to the thirteenth
question only. Mr. Miller states that:

“ [1e is the owner In right of his wife of about 200 feet of shore in
township of Van Vorst, in the county of Hudson, extending along and
fronting on Harsimus Bay or Hudson River. It is an ancient shore,
against which the tides always have and still do flow. It has been held
and enjoyed by the former owners as a shore for more than 200 years.
* % ® The land under water in front of this shore has been used
and enjoyed from time to time by the former owners, to some extent,
for an oyster fishery.

“Mr., Miller expresses the opinion that he is entitled to the
right of enjoying and improving all the lands under water in
front of said shore, subject only to the adjudicated and acknowl-
edged right of the State of New Jersey, a very wise and proper
answer and one that was very much of the same purport, but
16 years earlier, than the opinion of Chancellor Zabriskie.

“ Bome of the categorical answers will cause a smile as we
look at the present development of the water front of Jersey
City.

“In the year 1849 the legislature passed an act to compen-
sate these commissioners, as follows (P. L. 1849, p. 336) :

“To. compensate 1he commissioners therein named:

“ Be it resolved by the Senate and General Assembly of the Staie of
New Jersey, That the treasurer of this State be authorized and di-
rected to pay to the commissioners appointed by resolution of 23d
of February, 1848, to investigate and report as to the extent and value
of the lands under water owned by the State, within the limits of the
county of Hudson, as follows :
© *“To Willlam H. Leupﬂ_.] chairman of the said commissioners, for per
diem. mileage, and drawing report. $200.

“To Martin J. Ryerson, one of said commissioners, for per dlem,
mileage, and services, $150. .

“To George F. Fort, one of said commissioners, for per diem, mile-
age, and services, $150.

“To Andrew Clerk, for preparing map for the State, by order of said
commlissioners, $75.

“Approved March 2, 1849.

“The Andrew Clerk above mentioned being the pariner of
Robert C. Bacot, engineer.

“New Jersey seems to have kept its eyes jealously on New
York, for on March 14, 1855, the legislature passed a joint reso-
Intion (P. L. 1855, p. 800), as follows:

“In relation to encroachments made in the harbor of New York.

“ YWhereas it is alleged that. by certain erections made and contem-
plated In the East and Hudson Rivers, under and by authority
of the State of New York, the usefulness of the Brooklyn Navy Yard
is impaired, if not endangered, and the channels of the East River
and the Hudson River much innovated upon and narrowed to the
injury of the main entrance channel of the harbor of New York and
to the injury of the Jersey shore, and also to the navigation of the
é’:ssnlc Réver. leading to Newark, the largest port of entry in this

ate; an

“YWhereas, also, counter encroachments upon the part of New Jersey
would greatly injure the navigation of the Hudson, and impair the
usefulness and capacity of the harborsof New York; and

“ Whereas, also, the establishment of a water line, outside of which no
erec¢tions should be made, wonld seem to be necessary to arrest similar
innovations in future: Therefore be it

Y %1, Resolved by the Senate and General Anemblg: oi the Btate o

New Jersey, That the Leglslature of the State of New York be request

so far as the same may be within its power, to cancel and repeal all

grants to build and erect wharves, glemﬁbulkgsga’s, t]l;end doel;% #h:rlg
yo Navy erecti

immediate neighborhood of the Brook

of would injure and im;imlr the usefulness thercof, and to remove the
more glaring erections in the East River, to the Injury of the com-
megcge a?td harbor of New York, and also to the Injury of New Jersey;
an s

“ 2. Resolved, That the Legislature of the State of New York be

" requested in such manner and by such means as it may think best, to

survey, lay out, and establish in the rivers and harbor of New York an
exterior water line, beyond which no erections shall hereafter be made
to the injury of the commerce of New York, or to, either directly or
indirectly, injure the State of New Jersey ; and be it

% 3. Resolved, That the governor of this Btate be requested to for-
ward an attested coFy of the above resolutions to his excellency the
governor of the State of New York, to be laid before the legislature
of said State.

“Approved March 14, 1858, #

“We can hardly think the concern of our early legislators
for the Brooklyn Navy Yard was wholly unselfish, for this was
followed up by what must have seemed to the citizens of the
cities of New York and Brooklyn an impertinent, if pertinent,
report to the legislature of our State, as follows:

REPORT.

“The joint committee of the two houses appointed In conformit
with the communication from hls excellency Gov. Price, communi-
cating an invitation to meet the governor and the committee of com-
merce of the Legislature of New York for the purpose of viewing and
considering the encroachments uvpon the bay and harbor of New York,

REPORT

“That on the 20th day of January last, your committee, accompa-
nied by his excellency Gov. Price and B. L. Viele, Esq., the engl-
neer of our State geological survey, proceeded to New York, and at the
time appointed met his excellency Gov. Clark, of the State of New York,
the committee of commerce of sald State, the State engineer, with other
gentlemen occupying Important offices under the government of that

tate.

“That your committee, In connection with the above-mentioned au-
thorities of the State of New York, the governors of New Jerscy and
Connecticut, accompanied also by officers of the Government in charge
of the navy yard, with other persons representing the commercial in-
terests of New York, proceeded to examine certain encroachments made,
ind in progress, and contemplated upon the Brooklyn side of the East

iver.

“ Your committee upon the first view of the matter regarded such
encroachments as matters with which New Jersey had no interest, and
ghould not exl,nresa any opinion; but upon reflecting they came to the
conclusion tht such encroachments were prejudicial to her, inasmuch
as they jeopardized the interests which New Jersey has, in common
with every other State of the Union, in the Brooklyn Navy Yard, and
the immense Government expenditures at that point. .

“The report then goes on to state the effect of these encroach-
ments at the navy yard upon the Sandy Hook Channel, affect-
ing the interests of New Jersey through her water front on the
Hudson River and New York Bay, and stating the extent of
the encroachments on the East River, the effect on its channels,
and, calling attention to the injury done, report their visit to
Jersey City as follows:

“The committee’ also visited Jersey City for the purpose of examin-
ing If any and what encroachments had n made there, and it was
a matter of just pride to your committee that, comparatively speaking,
no encroachments had been made upon the Jersey side; yet your com-
mittee think that the wharves and piers lately erected by the New Jersey
Rallroad Co. are extended farther than well comports with the interests
of New Jersey in this important matter of keeping unimpaired the harbor
of New York.

“ By these two docks some encroachment, in the opinion of your com-
mittee, has been made on the channel of the Hudson River, narrowing
and deepening the river at this point. The same authority which claims
the legal right and which authorized these extensions could, had they
seen fit, have extended them by the same claim of power some thousan
feet farther into the river, producing the same deplorable results now
existing In the East River between New York and Brooklyn. Your com-
mittee are informed that the right by which these innovations are made,
or claimed to be made, are claimed under the charter to the Jersey As-
soclates, giving them power to improve thelr lands under water. It
would seem that a power of this kind to lmgair the great interests ef
New Jersey in the harbor of New York should be found in a strict ecn-
struction of explicit legislation, and if the rights by which these en-
croachments are made are restrainable, they should, if possible, be
restrained by timely legislation for the public good.

“ The committee then goes on to call attention to the necessity
for the full flow of the tide through the Hudson and East Rivers,
the Passaic and Hackensack Rivers, in order to keep unim-
paired the Sandy Hook Channel, and concludes its report by
saying: ; 1

“ Inasmuch as the Btate of New York has been the canse of thias
triple injury to New Jersey, your committee are of the oplnion that the
Legislature of the State of New Jersey should, by resolutlon, ress
her dissatisfaction thereat and request in a friendly way jhe State of
New York to repeal all frandulent grants improperly obtained from
the State to the injury of the navy yard or the harbor and, by purchase
or otherwise, remove other innovations upon the East River t now
exist to the Injury of New York and New Jersey.

“Tywo joint resolutions were prepared in accordance with the
above report calling attention to the situation as set forth in
the report and providing for the appointment of comissioners
to advise as to the proper control of the development of th
water-front lands.. -

“What the feelings of these ancient legislators would be if
they could view the changes that have taken place in our shore
front since their time is hard to conjecture, They ‘viewed
with just pride (in 1855), that, comparatively speaking, ‘no en-
croachments’ (as they called the development of our water
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front) ‘had been made upon the Jersey side, except the New
Jersey Railroad Pier and Cunard Dock, and they ‘regarded
with concern the power given the Jersey Associates and others
to improve their lands under water and thought they should be
restrained for the public good.

“How fortunate for us as a county their fears and fore-
bodings were not regarded seriously, or we might still have
Harsimus Cove as an oyster ground and the shore of the Hud-
son River about the middle of Hudson Street., It might, how-
ever, be some consolation to them to know that the ‘ South Cove
grant’ is still as it was in 1872 and still a name to conjure with,

“Maj. William L. Marshall, now brigadier general, Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, was asked whether he
thought the scour of the currents was going to maintain the
required depth in the ‘*Ambrose Channel,’ which you know is
the new and direct channel from the Narrows to the sea. Gen.
Marshall conceived the idea of this important work, and it is
still under his charge, although he is now Chief of Engineers.
The general smiled in his good-humored way and replied: ¢ Well,
if it don’t, there are plenty of dredges that will’

“And the direful resuits which were feared in 1855 have not
followed; the great development of our water front is ours;
and if we have to dredge a little now and then, we have the
commerce that requires it and the means with which to do it.

“ On Aungust 11, 1880, Congress passeéd an act empowering the
Secretary of War to establish harbor lines, and on October 4,
1888, the Secretary of War authorized the appointment of a
board of engineers to be called the New York Harbor Line
Board, composed of United States Army officers, who were
necessarily by their training also engineers; this board to act
in an advisory capacity to the Secretary of War on all matters
relating to the waters of the Bay of New York and waters
tributary thereto. This law has been amended from time to
time, the present law on the subject being contained in section
11 of the river and harbor act of March 3, 1899.

“ Since 1880 all applications for the establishment of dock
lines must be made to the Secretary of War, who refers them
to this harbor-line board, who, after public hearings, advise
and recommend lines to the Secretary of War for his approval;
and under the river and harbor act of March 3, 1899, no struc-
tore or filling in is allowed to be commenced in these waters
unless the lines for the same have been passed upon by the
Secretary of War.

“The State of New Jersey, as well as the city of New York.,
has been active and persistent in securing the consent of the
Secretary of War to the extension of the dock lines on the
Hudson River, New York Bay, and waters tributary thereto.
Both sides have succeeded in securing extensions, until it seems
that the waterway of the Hudson River could no further be
judiciously encroached upon. The claim or charge is made by
New York that Hudson County has been a greater trespasser
than New York, and instances the extension of the shore line
of Harsimus Cove some 3,000 feet in support of this charge:
but it must be remembered that Harsimus Cove is or was an
indentation Into the westerly shore of the Hudson River, be-
tween Castle Point and North Point, in Jersey City, on which
Edge's windmill stood, had very little water over it, and the
filling in of the same was an advantage to the regimen of the
Hudson River; while New York has made its greatest encroach-
ment some 1,300 feet into the river at its narrowest point, op-

- posite Castle Point, leaving only a width of balf«a mile in the
river at that point. ;

“We must remember also in this connection that the chan-
nel of the river is on the New York side of the center, and
within the past month we have been treated to the strange sight
of an ocean steamer, the Deutchland, hard and fast aground
just in front of the ferry at the foot of Exchange Place, Jersey
g]:]?’ﬁ l{)ly reason of the northerly winds making an unusually low

.

“But what compensation time brings. Directly underneath
where this steamer was held by the mud of the river bottom,
busy men were working and construction.cars were running to
and fro through the twin tunnels that will soon connect Ex-
change Place, Jersey City, with Cortlandt Street, New York;
and directly under where the ancient ferryboat, D. 8. Gregory.
is shown in the advertisement previously referred to, of lots
for sale on Hudson Street in 1857, run these two tunnels that
shall take us, in two or three minutes, to the business center
of New York, while, with the D. 8. Gregory, it took us half an
hour at best, and sometimes half a day.

“The history of the development of Hudson County would
not be complete without reference to these tunnels and to the
courage and genius of the men who have made them an ac-
complished fact.

“The first tunnel was from Fifteenth Street, Jersey City, to
Morton Street, New York.

“The tunnel in question has a history involving the financial
and engineering ambitions and hopes of men long since ruined
and dead. The river ooze, through which the present con-
struction to-day so eloquently and convinecingly testifies to the
skill and energy of the engineers who planned and executed if,
once held in its slimy embrace the bodies of men whose lives
had been drowned out by the inrnsh of the waters of the Hud-
son River, and although the tragedy is mow almost forgotten,
in the New York Bay Cemetery, in Jersey City, stands a modest
shaft, surmounted by the figure of a man. On the face of the
stone the legend reads: ‘In memory of Peter Woodland, aged
32, killed in the disaster at the Hudson River Tunnel, on Wednes-
day, July 21, 1880." And he was a man, for he elected to drown
with 14 of his workmen in his effort to save them rather than
save himself.

“The history of this tunnel, or these tunnels (for there are
two), each designed for single track—one eastward and one
westward, but coming together at either end—goes back over
a quarter of a century.

“In the year 1874 a company obtained a franchise and began
operations. The method of construction adopted was the use
of compressed air, but the shield, so successfully used by the
present engineers, was not thought of, and to its absence was
due the frightful tragedy above referred to. Affer the accident
in 1880 work was abandoned until 1890, when a syndicate of
English capitalists was formed, which prosecuted the work,
accomplishing about 1,500 feet in the north tunnel and about
600 feet in the south tunnnel. Striking a ledge of rock, how-
ever, at this time, and no doubt striking much more formidable
rocks in their financial boring, the project was abandoned.

“ Then came Mr. William G. McAdoo, a New York lawyer, as
president, who associated with himself Mr, Charles M, Jacobs
and Mr. John V., Davies, the eminent engineers; and under the
masterly supervision of these men the river tunnels are an
accomplished fact,

RECEIPTS.

“The total receipts from the sale of riparian lands up to the
present time amount to about $6,000,000, and the greater part
of this has come from the sale of the water front of Hudson
County. It is estimated that there are still in the possession of
the State lands that will come into use within a reasonable
period valued at perhaps three and a half million, and still
other lands that will have to wait for future development, val-
uned at perhaps ten million.

“The administration of this valuable and important interest
of the State is one requiring careful consideration. It is a
subject but little understood ; it is a matter in which the inter-
ests of a greater part of the State seem opposed to that of the
other part, and, as in other important matters, opinions are
most freely expressed by those having the least knowledge on
the subject. d

“The policy of the State has been to sell these lands for com-
mercial development. This has brought a considerable revenue
into the State and into the school fund; it has made possible
the establishment op our shores of important industries. A rep-
resentative committee, composed of senators and members of
the legislature in 1906, who gave this subject careful considera-
tion and made a personal examination of the improvements,
stated in their report that they—

“were not prepared to advise that the policy which had made possible
this development was r_enlly wrong—

“and while this is negative praise, it is their opinion after care-
ful consideration, and if any other conclusion could have been
reached, it no doubt would have been.

“The opinion is expressed by people who evidently do mnot
fully understand the subject that these lands should have been
‘held,’ as'they term it, for the use of the State.”

“In the first place, this opinion carries with it an apparent
ignorance of the fact that while the State is the owner of the
land under water, subject to the rights or equities, if any, of
the shore owner, it owns no upland; has no means of access
from the land to the water, or of access from the water to the
land ; and, as a practical question, the upland owner is the only
person who can buy the land under water and administer it.

“Having in mind the fact that these lands under water are
appurtenant to upland wholly -under the title and control of
private ownership, to obtain which, if there was any law mak-
ing such a thing possible by the right of eminent domain, conld
only be acquired by the State upon payment to such owners of
the full value of the upland, which value would have reflected
in it the prineipal value which is now supposed to be attached
to the land under water, there would be no practical way in
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which it could appropriate and expend the millions necessary
to any development, to say nothing of the impossibility of antiei-
pating what kind of development would meet the regnirements
and needs of the various enterprises seeking location on our
shores.

“ Some of these tracts for which the State has realized enor-
mous sums during the past years are comparatively small hold-
ings, part only of the holdings and works of enterprises already
located there and forming part of the tangible wealth and worth
of the State—many of them unattractive water fronts needing
the iniative of interested owners who have sought ont and in-
duced enterprises to come to this State and locate, and who
have expended millions of dollars in making the location of
these enterprises possible, but only after seeking them out and
finding just what kind of development is demanded for that par-
ticular industry.

“In most of these cases these owners have become the pio-
neers in the development of a section that had theretofore
escaped the notice or had not been impressed on men responsible
for the establishment of manufacturing and other enterprises
needing water -front, and the result of this individual enterprise
has been the creation of new communities as well as the reha-
bilitation of older ones.

“1t would have seemed not only a commercial absurdity, but
an affront to these men, who, in advance of their fime and with-
out the encouragement of their fellows, sought out these enor-
mous enterprises and brought them to the shores of New Jersey,
not to have had the cooperation and encouragement of the State
in their efforts to induce the holders of capital to locate within
the borders of our State.

“The impression seems to be in the minds of some that the
State of New Jersey held in completeness and perfection some
going concern, or at least a water front developed as to its dock-

. ing and wharfing privileges, improved and made suitable for
the erection of buildings and works, with surrounding accommo-
dations for the housing.and schooling and churching of the
operatives of these works, with the necessary railroad connee-
tions, and, in short, a city complete and perfect, except for
the occupants.

“The exact reverse of all this is true. The State owns not
a single foot of upland. A great deal of the upland in question
is difficult of improvement and development; a great deal of it
must be filled up at enormous expense and the railroads must
be brought to it; and, more than all, in almost every instance
the water front itself is not capable, in its present condition, of
use, but must be made so by the expenditure of Iarge sums of
money by the owner of the upland in order fo create such a
depth of water as to make the narrow frontage sold by the
State available for commercial uses.

“ In this connection it is of interest to hark back to the report
of the legislative committee on this very subject of the policy
of the disposition of the State’s lands, in which Hudson County
is so vitally interested, made to the legislature on January 15,
1883, over 26 years ago; the committee says:

“ Had thls question been considered at the outset of action by the
Btate, doubtiess much might have been said on both sides of the propo-
sition of long leases by the State, but we are nqt prepared to suggest
that policy mow. It is urged with great force that the best commercial
results can not be attained except by a title as complete as the Btate
Ok v STATEMENT OF DEVELOPMENT.

“ A statement of the location and extent of the water front
of Hudson County, much of which has been reclaimed and im-
proved, will be of interest:

“From the county line on the north to the north side of
Weehawken Cove—about 3 miles—the exterior line for im-
provements is on an average 1,000 feet beyond the original shore
line and compriges about 350 acres.

“This section includes the famous dueling ground where
Hamilton and Burr fought. ;

“ At Weehawken Cove, in front of the famous Elysian Fields,
the line for improvements is half a mile beyond the original
shore at its greatest distance, and the cove is about 1 mile in
length and covers about 130 acres.

“The Elysian Fields was the scene of the murder of the
attractive tobacco-shop girl, Mary Cecelia Rogers, on July 25,
1841. The Elysian Fields of that day, no doubt, corresponded
to the Coney Island of a later day. This murder formed the
foundation for Poe's ‘Mystery of Marie Roget,” which was
written in Philadelphia and appeared in Snowden’s Lady's
Companion in November, December, 1842, February, 1843.

“The facts in this celebrated case that made the Elysian
Fields famous, or infamous, almost the world over are as
follows:

“ Mary Cecelia Rogers, when about 19 years of age, was
known as ‘the pretty cigar girl, she having worked in John

Anderson’s tobacco shop at 321 Broadway: New York then

had a population of 300,000, living mostly below Canal Street..
*Mary's widowed mother kept a boarding house at 126

Nassau Street. :

* A few weeks before her death she left Anderson’s employ
and assisted her mother in the boarding house, when it became
known that she had accepted an offer.of marriage from Daniel
C. Payne, one of the boarders, a young man employed as a cork
cutter at 47 John Street.

“On a beautiful Sunday morning, the 25th of July, 1841,
Mary told her fiance, about 10 o’clock in the morning, that she
intended spending the day with her aunt, a Mrs. Downing, who
lived at 68 Jane Street, and she would return by the Broadway
stage, reaching Ann Sireet about 6 o'clock in the evening.

“Although the morning was fair a violent thunderstorm
broke out in the afternoon, the rain falling in torrents. The
storm was so formidable that Payne—who does not appear to
have been a very ardent lover, although he committed suicide
soon after the death of his betrothed—did not go to meet
the stage, thinking Mary, on account of the storm, would re-
main at her aunt’s overnight; and it was not until noon of the
next day that the fact of her disappearance became known : and
although probably the best known young woman in New York,
not a person could be found who had seen her after she left
her home at 10 o'clock on Sunday morning.

“On the Wednesday following her dead body was found
floating off Castle Point, Hoboken, bearing every indication of
having been murdered and plundered. . g

“ Numerous arrests were made, but nothing was discovered
until John Adams, a New Jersey stage driver, gave information
that he had seen Mary Rogers arrive in Hoboken by Bull's
ferry, accompanied by a tall, well-dressed man of dark com-
plexion, and go with him to a resort near the Elysian Fields,
known as Nick Moore’s, but kept by a Mrs. Loss. Mrs. Loss
admitted that this was true, and that after partaking of some
refreshments the pair had gone in the direction of the woods.
Two months after the death of Mary Rogers Mrs. Loss in-
formed the police that her sons had found the girl's parasol
and gloves in a thicket near by. If was now believed that the
time and plaee of the tragedy had been discovered, but opinions
differ as to whether she had been murdered by the tall, dark
companion or by one of the gangs of ruflians that frequented
the Fields at that day.

“It appeared that Mrs. Loss was shot by one of her sons
(accidentally, he said) on October 24, 1842, and died on the
9th of November following. It seems that Mrs. Loss could
not keep from talking of the Mary Rogers affair, and it is sup-
posed that the sons, fearing their mother would reveal the
secret of the murder, encompassed her death by the alleged
accidental shooting.

“In 1904 a Mr. Clemens discovered a vital clue in the news-
paper of August 5, 1841, as follows:

“On August 3, the body of an unkmown man, about 35 {lem's of
age, was found flonting near the foot of Barclay Street. The body
had been in the water some days. The unknown was a tail, swarthy
man, and was without a coat.

“The conclusion Mr. Clemens comes to—and he thinks it is
strange it should not have occurred to the authorities at that
time—is that Mary Rogers and the ‘tall, dark man/ were
marooned by the terrific rainstorm and were killed by the
sons of Mrs. Loss and cast into the river.

“It is a edrious and interesting coincidence that the name
of ‘Loss,’ so tragically prominent in the celebrated case of
1841, should be the same as the surveyor who made the map
of Hoboken in 1804, which is the authority for the original
shore line, and is mentioned in hundreds of conveyances
and titles in Hoboken as the ‘Loss Map of 1804’ I do not
regard this similarity of names as any reflection on the char-
acter of the surveyor of that ancient time any more than I do
the similarity in the names of the indifferent wooer of the un-
fortunate Mary Rogers and that of the writer of this paper;
the old adage, perhaps, applies: ‘A rose by any other name,’ efc.

“The front of the-city of Hoboken, from Castle Point to
Hoboken Ferry—about three-quarters of a mile—has the line
for improvements about 1,200 feet beyond the original shore
line and covers about 150 acres.

“At Harsimus Cove, from Hoboken Ferry to Montgomery
Street in Jersey City—about a mile and a half in length—the
line is, on an average, 3,200 feet beyond the original shore line
and comprises about 575 acres. i

“At Communipaw Bay, to the line of Communipaw Lane—
about a mile long and three-quarters of a mile wide—contain-
ing about 475 acres.

“ New York Bay to Constables Hook—about 4 miles long—
the exterior line for improvements is about 6,000 feet beyond
the original shore line, covering about 2,500 acres.




1912.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

7059

“Kill von Kull front of Bayonne—3} miles in length—almost
entirely developed, with an average distance of 600 feet beyond
the original line for improvements, covering about 230 acres.

*“With the miles of but slightly improved stretches of New-
ark Bay and Hackensack and Passiac River shores, comprising
about 5,000 acres in all, on whici now stands the water front
development of Hudson County. It is a matter of growth
coincident with the development and growth of the Nation, and
is a monument to the enterprise of the pioneers who brought it
about and to the spirit of New Jersey that made it possible.

“A talented and enthusiastic young minister, lately called
to one of our prominent churches, said recently:

“1 am not interested in the past development of the water front
of Hudson County, but I am interested to know what the development
Is going to be in the future.

“I say to that young man, he can predict, with fair certainty,
what the fufure development will be by studying the develop-
ment of the past, and in no other way.

*What this development would have been if left in the hands
of the municipalities comprising the county is entirely con-
jectural, but it may be of interest to recall that the legislature,
by act of April 4, 1872, granted to the city of Jersey City, for
the nominal consideration of $1,000, a tract of land under water
in the lower part of old Jersey City, lying between the exten-
sion of Van Vorst Street and Grove Street, containing about
20 acres. This grant was made conditional upon the payment
by the municipality of $1,000, but so little was thought of this
now considered valuable tract of land that the municipality
refused to pay this nominal sum and thus perfect its title.

“TUnder the presumption that the municipality had forfeited
its rights to these lands under water in question the State of
New Jersey, in 1874, purported to vacate the same, and em-
bodied them in a grant to the Central Railroad Co. of New
Jersey. Subsequent litigation, however, brought forth the
decision of the courts of last resort in the State that the
title of the municipality of Jersey City-to these lands was still
in force, and the city thereupon carried out the provisions of
the aet and became the absolute owner of these lands. The
fact remains, however, that from 1872 up to the present time—
a period of 37 years—no use has been made by the munici-
pality of this tract of land under water and no development
attempted. 3

“In 1878 the State granted to the municipality of Jersey City
a tract of land under water on the Hudson River 130 feet in
width, adjoining Morgan Sireet on the south, and for some
Eea}gt;n no profitable use has ever been made of this water-front

olding.

“In 1886 the State granted to the municipality of Bayonne
three tracts of land under water—one on New York Bay near
the foot of East Thirty-fifth Street, one on Kill van Kull at the
foot of Ingham Avenue, and one on Newark Bay at the foot of
West Thirtieth Street.

“No development or use has been made of the New York
Bay tract; a dock has been built on the Kill van Kull tract;
and a dock has been built on the Newark Bay tract, both used
by the publie,

“These are about the only cases of municipal administration
of water-front property in Hudson County.

THE USE MADE OF THE PROCEEDS OF THE SALES OF THE STATE'S LANDS
UNDER WATER.

“On March 31, 1869 (P. L. 18069, p. 10i7), an act was
passed creating the present board of control of the riparian in-
terests of the State, and section 10 of that act provided that
the moneys received from such sales should first be appropri-
ated to the payment of the expenses of its administration, then
to the payment and liguidation of the State debt, and after-
wards invested and the interest paid over to the trustees for the
maintenance of free schools.

“On April 6, 1871 (P. L. 1871, p. 98), an act was passed
devoting all moneys thereafter received from the sale and rental
of lands under water to the support of free publie schools.

“On AMarch 19, 1800 (P. L. 1890, p. 92), an act was passed
repealing the above and making the proceeds of the sales and
leases of these lands made after the passage of the act applica-
ble to the ‘necessary’ expenses of the State, This was under
Gov. Abbett's administration, but on April 24, 1894 (P. L.
1894, p. 123), under Gov. Werts's administration, an act was
passed repealing the last-mentioned aet and devoting the pro-
ceeds of the sales and leases of the riparian lands again to the
support of free publie schools,

“In an opinion by Attorney General Samuel H. Grey in
1901 the learned attorney general expressed the opinion that
any money, stock, or other property appropriated to the support
of -free public schools under the provision of the constitution
(art. 4, sec. 7, par. 6) were constituted a fund that could

not be devoted to any other purpose than the support of free
public schools, And in the light of this opinion if is question-
able whether the use of the moneys from the sale of the
riparian lands between the years 1890 and 1894, during which
period they were diverted to general State purposes, was a
lawful use of the money; but there is no question that now all
of the proceeds of the disposition of the State's lands is devoted
to the support of free public schools throughout the State.

“ Article 4, section T, paragraph 6 of the constitution of the
State provides: ;

“That the fund for the support of free schools and all money,
stock, and other property which may hereafter be appropriated for
that purpose shall be securely Invested and remain a perpetual fund.

“The board having control of the fund is called “ trustees
of the school fund,” and is composed ¢® the governor of the
State, the secretary of state, the attorney general, the State
comptroller, and the State treasurer.

BOME OF THRE COMMISSIONERS,

“In conclusion, in connection with the development and ad-
ministration of the water front of Hudson County, it is in-
teresting to note the names of some of the men who were in-
trusted with this duty.

“We find that, in 1848, a committee, composed of W. H.
Leupp, Martin J. Ryerson, and George F. Fort, were appointed
‘to investigate and report as to the extent and value of the
lands under water owned by the State within the limits of the
county of Hudson,' and reported to the legislature.

“It is an interesting fact that the George F. Fort referred
to in 1848 was governor of the State of New Jersey from 1851
to 1854, and is the uncle of the present governor of New Jersey,
Hon. John Franklin Fort. 8o the fact appears that the ad-
ministration of this great asset of the State began in the same
family, in 1848, that is administering it in 1909, 61 years after.

“In 1864 a committee was appointed to inquire into the sub-
ject of the riparian rights of the State, and among the commis-
sioners appointed for that duty we find the name of Jacob R,
Wortendyke, father of the present assistant engineer of Jersey
City, and of Mrs. Watson, the wife of Dr. W. Perry Watson;
also at that early day we find Robert C. Bacot, Esq., for many
years an honored resident of Jersey City, as superintendent and
engineer; and it is interesting to note that Mr. Bacot con-
tinued as such superintendent and engineer until the year 1897,
a period of 33 years, when, by reason of age, he retired with the
respect and regret of those associated with him in the adminis-
tration of this trust,

“ In 1869 the commission contained the name of Peter Vreden-
burgh, father of James B. Vredenburgh, the eminent coun-
selor of our own city, and of Judge William H. Vredenburgh,
of Freehold; also the name of Hon. Bennington F. Randolph,
father-in-law of Gov. Joseph D. Bedle, and others.

“No thoughtful person can regard the subject of the devel-
opment of our water front without interest. :

“There stands on a prominent point of land on the east shore
of the Hudson River, inclosed by a plain iron barrier, under the
shadow of Grant’s Tomb, a simple stone monument, on which
is inscribed, ‘ Erected to the memory of an amiable child.” This
stone has stood there a hnndred years and more. I know of no
better spot from which to obtain a view of the magnificent de-
velopment of the water front of the northern part of our
county than this; and I know of nothing that so strongly im-
presses the mind with the fact of the passage of time.

“As you look on the resting place of this sleeping child,  the
world forgetting, by the world forgot,’ you are back a hundred
years in the quiet of undisturbed nature. Raise your eyes, and
you look on another order of things—the life and activities of
the eommercial world of to-day.

“ Or stand on the upper deck of one of our uptown ferryboats,
or one of the Staten Island ferryboats, and let your eyes
thoughtfully rest on the development of the shores of our
county—all gained out of the mud and slime of the shoals of
our water front—and you will be impressed by what has been
accomplished.

“How easy it is to criticize, and what wonders are not per-
formed by men, whosé chief claim to distinction is an abnor-
mally developed hindsight.

“But we write of men of the past. What they lacked in
spectacular and sensational activities they made up in solid
worth and character, and theirs is an inheritance to be pre-
served. They laid. the foundations with dignity and builded
with integrity; and the Hudson County Historical Society does
well to add to its archives the names of men and their achieve-
ments which have stood the test of time.”

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. KiNDRED]. [
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Mr, KINDRED. Mr. Chairman, the only connection between
the subject of the pending bill and the subject which I rose to
mention in the brief space of one minute is the fact that all
sailor men and others on shipboard are apt to ecatch eold, and in
this connection I desire to ask tmanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorp in order to have printed a very able,
scientifie, and practical address delivered by my old professor
on the practice of medicine, Dr. Willlam Hanna Thomson, of
the city of New York, on the subject of catching cold and the
methods of preventing it; a most practical and useful address,
which he made when he was installed as president of the New
York Academy of Medicine, and which I commend to all the
Members of the House and their constituents. [Applause.]

The address above referred to is as follows:

HOW PEOPLE " CATCH A COLD"™ AXD HOW TO CURE IT—DR. WILLIAM
HANNA THOMSON GIVES SOME PRACTICAL AND TIMELY ADVICE.

[By William Hanna Thomson, M. D., LL. D.]

“A fact which concerns everyone is that the commonest cause
of disease and death outside of hot, moist elimates is from
‘ catching cold.

“ 1 first drew attention to the mechanism of this derangement
in my inaugural as president of the New York Academy of
Medicine in 1809. But, though this is true, the mechanism of
this disorder is whoelly unknown by the general publie, and it is
high time that the medieal profession should widely circulate
the facts which have been discovered relating to this important
subject. ‘Catching ecold’ is by no means the same thing as
being chilled by cold, for a person may be warmly eclad all
over and yet by simply getting his feet wet in melting snow
catch a cold which may cause his death from all sorts of in-|
ternal complications, resulting from a localized chill of his
lower extremities.

“The first explanation which we would offer is that the con-
stant flow of arterial and not of venous blood ig absolutely nec-
essary to the maintenance of the integrity of every bodily tissue.
This was strikingly illustrated by the experiment of Overbach,
who, after simply clamping the arteries of the kidneys for 40
minutes, so deranged the internal structure of those organs that
albuminuria was caused for 20 days before the kidneys returned
to their normal condition.

“Throughout the body, therefore, a most eareful supervision
over the flow of the blood through the arteries is maintained,
because even a very temporary interference with the arterial
flow produces serious changes in the parts supplied by those
arteries. It should be steadily borne in mind that the trouble
arises wholly from interference with the flow through the
arteries, and not at all with the returning blood through the
veins, The flow in the veins of the legs may be obstructed for
weeks at a time, with a result that both legs will be greatly
swollen with dropsy; but when the cause is removed the dropsy
is all absorbed, and the tissues soon prove to be in as normal a
condition as ever.

“ Quite otherwise is it with obstruction in the arteries. Con-
heim showed that tying the arteries of a rabbit's ear so that no
blood passed through them for two weeks was followed by
violent inflammation and disorganization of the tissues of the
ear when the ligature was loosened. A remarkable provision
is therefore made in the body for regulating the flow of arterial
blood. Without that provision our bodily lives would quickly
come to an end.

“ For example, when the stomach is digesting food it requires
nine times as much blood as when it is empty—in other words,
there must be some mechanism which allows its arteries to di-
late while it contains food and then to have them contract when
it is empty.

“A deer when it is feeding dies instantly if shot through the
stomach, but it may run for miles if shot there when the
stomach is empty. All this arterial regulation is under a special
division of the nervous system, called the vasomotor nerves.

These nerves ramify upon the coats of the smaller arteries, and’

-stimulation of these nerves will cause the arteries to contract
go that they are scarcely visible. On the other hand, if these
nerves are cuf, the arteries then relax to their fullest extent,
and it is therefore a study of the laws of the distribution of
the vasomotor nerves which affords us the first clue to the
problem of ‘catching cold.’

“Thus, one of the laws of vasomotor association is that the
arterial circulation of all organs in symmetrical pairs is so
adjusted that what happens in onme of the pairs is reflected
through the vasomotor nerves fto produce exactly the same
result in the other pair. Thus it is easy to see the pulsation of
the arteries in the.translucent ear of a rabbit, but those arteries
at once disappear if the other ear be pinched. Injury of ome
eye is often followed by the most serious results in the other eye.

“I once took advantage of this law when a boy put a pistol
shot through the palm of his hand. The bullet severed the
palmar arterial arch, which is supplied by the radial artery
coming from the thumb side and by the ulnar artery coming
from the opposite side of the wrist. It was necessary, there-
fore, to tie both ends of the severed palmar arch, but it was
difficult to find these wounded vessels on account of the steady
hemorrhage which was taking place.

“1 accordingly had the other hand dipped in ice water, and
the hemorrhage was immediately checked enough for me. to
find the wounded vessels without trouble.

“If two thermometers be put in the armpits, and a third
thermometer be held in the left hand, then plunging the right
hand into ice water will cause the thermometer in the left hand
to fall from 2 to 5 degrees, while the thermometers in the
armpits are not affected. This law, however, applies only to
the organs in symmetrical pairs, such as the two hands, the two
ears, the two eyes, and the two feet, but does not apply to pair
organs which are not symmetrical, such as the two lungs and
the two kidneys.

“But another important law is that the vasomotor nerves
supplying the skin are always associated with the vasomotor
nerves supplying organs or tissues underneath that part of the
skin. This law explains the whole subject of surface applica-
tions,

“A poultice, for example, is always sedative in its effects, and
relieves internal pain not because the poultice strikes clear
through into the pleura or inflamed lung, but acts only on the
vasomotor association between the outer and inner parts.
Hence we may stimulate, as well as depress, by this association.

“A blister or dry cupping is actively stimulating, and thus
may be very useful to clear away venous congestion following -
inflammation, but should not be used during the active deter-
mination of blood to a part at the onset of an inflammation.

“ But the obverse of this association is still more important
to remember. Every inflammation of an internal organ causes
the vasomotor nerves of the skin over that organ to be in a
highly sensitive condition, so that the internal inflammation
may be much aggravated by neglect to protect that part of the
skin. This is particularly illustrated in inflammations of the
heart, which may be made much worse by having the skin over
the heart exposed to the cold. I have often detected the begin-
ning of consumption in the apex of one lung by the application
of a cold hand ecausing the patient immediately to cough when
laid over the affected side:

“Besides these laws of vasomotor association there are
other important associations which are special between widely

separated parts. Thus, the feet are closely associated with two
important regions. The first of these is with the cireunlation of
the organs within the pelvis. No one who has inflammation of
the bladder or a condition of chronic dysentery ought to get his
feet wet lest he thereby aggravate the symptoms due to these
disorders.

“The second important association of the feet is with the
circulation of the throat. ILocal chills of the feet may be
quickly followed by an attack of sore throat, which extends to
the larynx, producing hoarseness, and then may proceed down
the windpipe to the bronchial tubes, thus causing bronehitis.

‘“ 8till another important association is between the nerves
arising at the nape of the neck and the whole artificial circula-
tion of the head and face—in faet, we may say that at the nape
of the neck is the chief executive office which presides over
the whole circulation above the diaphragm, ineluding, of course,
the ecirculation of the mucous membranes.

“ One domestic remedy, for example, was to check nosebleed
in a child by slipping a cold key down the back of its neck.
How local the primary excitation may be is shown by results
of exposing the back of the neck to a cold draught of air. The
most extensive inflammation of mucous membranes may result
from a prolonged exposure there, though the rest of the body
may be warmly clad. Nasal catarrh, which is an inflammation
of the mucous membranes of the nose, or, in fact, eatarrh of
the whole respiratory tract, may soon follow exposing the back
of the neck to a eold draught of air.

“These vasothotor associntions have their widest illustra-
tions in the causation and course of bronchitis. Sometimes get-
ting the feet wet begins, as we have explained, a cold, which
first makes the voice hoarse, and then from the larynx pro-
ceeds steadily downward the trachea and larger bronchi until
the smaller air tubes become involved.

“ Oftener than that, however, the vasomotor centers at the
nape of the neck, as we have just said, set up a catarrhal in-
flammation of the nasal passages, and then with this derange-
ment in the beginning of the breathing apparatus, it progres-
gively invades the whole respiratory tract.
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““PBut what T wish particularly to explain here is the mecha-
nism of the many fatal complications of bronchitis.

“To begin- with the disasters which follow npon the plug-
ging of a main bronchus by the accidental lodgment in it of a
foreign body. If this be not removed, death inevitably ensues
from a most disorganizing pneumatic process of the part sup-
plied by the bronchus, in which are not only all the air vesicles |
wholly destroyed, which they are not in croupous pneumonis, |
but the interlocular, as well as the intervesicular connective
framework, is rapidly damaged. No ruin of pulmonary tissue
compares with this for completeness.

“ Now, it should be borné in mind that both the larger and
the smaller bronchi should never contain anything buf air.
Their walls are simply molstened by a bland, slightly saline
fluid, and in no part of the bedy is the saying more true that
no muecous membrane should ever secrete mucus. When, in-
stead, its surface is coated with mucus, it is already in a
morbid condition, denoting inflammation,

“Tn the bronchi this is doubly true, for secretions there, no
matter how fluid, are to all intents and purposes foreign bodies, |
and must be got rid of. If they can not be got rid of, the part |
supplied by that bronchus is subject to the same disorganiza-
tion as that described following the plugging of a main bronchus.

It is then that we have a loealized, but ruinous, broncho-pneu- |
monia, however small its area may be. [
“ Broncho-pneumonia, therefore, occurs in every disease accom-
panied by bronchitis whenever, as in children, the powers of |
expectoration are feeble, particularly in measles and whooping |
cough, and is the most common eause of death in all such affec- |
tions. But its initial mechanical cause should not be lost sight |
of, the praetical aim always being to make the secretions so |
fluid that they ean be easily coughed away. In adults this is
usually accomplished with ease. In infants, as already ex-
plained, the immediate results are very serious. The small,
occluded bronchi now lead to the same disorganizing process in
the little lobules supplied by the bronchus, which eccurs as the
result above described acecompanying occlusion of a main bron-
chus, BScattered pneumonic processes are therefore found
through both lungs, for bronchitis, unlike croupous pneumonia,

is a bilateral affection.

“In some cases, howeve?, the plug in a small bronchus may
act as a valve, interfering with the inspiration, but not with
the expiration, thus leading to atelactasis or ecollapse of the
lobule, so that in broncho-pneumonia we find both pneumoniec
consolidation of lobules along with eollapsed lobules, either con-
dition, of course, equally interfering with the breathing. )

“In infants, therefore, this whole process leads to most dis-
tressing efforts to get air. The little patients toss from side to
side in their vain endeavors to breath until signs of carbonic
acid poisoning show the last effects of gradual suffoeation; but
we meet with practically the same conditions in aged patients
from their feeble powers to expectorate.

“ Remembering, however, the purely mechanical operation of
their respiratory obstruction, I once had an old lady S84 vears
old, mother of a prominent New York judge, raised feet upward
by her nurses, while her head touched the floor, and while in
this position I assisted her expectoration by pressure on the
sides of the thorax during expiration. She thus got rid of large
quantities of mucus and was soon restored to bed quite com-
fortable, ultimately recovering.

“In no disorder of the lungs does the morbid condition: so
facilitate infection by every variety of microorganism, inclnding
tuberculosis, a not uncommon sequel, especially after measles,

“This subject finally brings us fo an important fact con-
nected with catching eold, and that is that eatching cold exposes
us to every variety of microbic infeetions. Y

“Thus the outer skin everywhere swarms with microbes,
which are the dread of the surgeon. On that account he does
not dare to make the smallest incision through the skin without
first disinfecting it by every anfiseptic measure in his power.
So long as the skin is intact these deadly microbes can not do
anything, but just so is it with the inner skin or mucous mem-
brane, which lines the tubes and cavities of the body.

“Thus, the mouths of healthy persons contain for a lifetime
that deadly pnenmococcus which carries off so many persons
when it attacks the lungs with pneumonia. But this microbe
can do nothing so long as the mucous membrane is protected by
ite carefully laid pavement of what are called epithelial cells.

“But let any portion of that mucous membrane be damaged
by the shutting off of the cells from their arterial blood
through the means of a cold caught either from the feet or
nape of the neck, as above described, and the way is then
opened for the infecting microbe to enter. The majority of
infections, in fact, oecur through the mucous surfaces whose

epethielium has been damaged in the way described.

“Treatment. The various conditions above reviewed afford
many indications for treatment. Thus chronic nasal eatarrhs
point to a weakened susceptibility of the vasomotor eenters at
the nape of the neck. Now, nothing so restores the tone of
these weakened centers as cold properly applied. Thus a eold
bath or shower bath invigorates the circulation, provided al-
ways that the reaction from the impression of cold is complete,
but if no or equally imperfect reaction occurs the patient is
worse off than ever; hende, chronie nasal catarrhs are best
treated by sudden and very brief douching of the back of the
neck with cold water, to be followed by active dry friction to
assist or to promote the restoration of the cireulation in the
parts. During the douche the hair should be earefully pro-
tected from the water, for wet hair would only prolong the
injurions effect of chill. Meanwhile the nose itself may be
treated with insufflation of a fine powder compoged of 2 drams
of subcarbonate of bismuth with 6 grains of aristol.

“Bearing in mind what we have said about infternal inflam-
mation causing hyperesthesia or great sensitiveness of the
corresponding area of skin over the seat of the inflammation,
any area of chronic inflammation should have the correspond-
ing ecutaneouns surface carefully protected. In health, if a
cold hand suddenly be placed over the precordium, the heart
will give a bound, but so all enses of heart trouble, whether
the result of periearditis or endocarditis, are very sensitive
to surface impressions, which would not normally be felt. This
explains the beneficial results following applications of large
belladonna plasters, which should cover the whole area of the
skin over the heart, but these facis are equally applicable in
all chronic inflammatory conditions, whether of the lungs or of
the pleura. Chest protectors on that account are reasonable.
I prefer the application of cotton batting to any other such
measure,

* Similarly every patient with chronie diarrbea should have
the abdomen covered by some equivalent protection. In
chronie, long-standing bronchitis I have the patients wear

' both shirts and drawers made with perforated chamolis skin,

worn just over a light undergarment. I have often been told
by such patients that they could spend their winters at home,
when before they used these protections to the skin they were
unable to do so.

*QOsler says in his Practice of Medicine:

“Thus, in the convalescence from measles and whooping cough It is
very important that the child should not be exposed to the cold, par-
ticularly at night, when the temperature of the room naturally falls.
In a nocturnal vigit to the nursery—sometimes, too, T am sorry to say,
to a children’s hospital—how often one sees children almost nakes‘
having kicked aside the bedelothes and having the night clothes up
about the arms.

“In my practice I have all such children while tossing about,
struggling for breath, and thus exposing themselves, put into
bags of canton filannel, drawn about the neck so as to prevent
them from exposing the gkin to the cold air.”

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HoBsoN], a member of the
comumittee.

Mr. HOBSON. Alr. Chairman, I do not intend to take up
perhaps all of that time. I recognize the universal desire to
make progress on our bill. My chief purpose in rising, how-
ever, is to refer to the apparent political line that seems to be
forming in matters of the Navy. I say “apparent,” beeause I
believe that time will demonsirate that there will be no such
real line of division. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr., Foss]
is alarmed unduly, and his alarm is premature. This Congress
is not yet complete. Affer so many years of extravagant Re-
publican rule it was a perfectly legitimate desire on the part
of the Democratic Party to put a brake upon expenditures in
the early days of this Congress. It is not foo late after the
ends of retrenchment have been met for that party to express
itself finally upon the subjeét of battleships before this Con-
gress ig over. An adequate Navy is not copyrighted by the
Republican Party. On the contrary, it is a plank in the
Democratic plaiform at Denver in 1908, That plank reads:

The Navy: The constitutional provision that a Nayy shall be pro-
vided and maintained means an adequate Navy, and we believe that
the Interests of this country would be best served by having a Navy
sufficient to defend the coasts of this couniry and protect American
citizens wherever their rights may be in jeopardy.

There never has been a stronger naval plank in any plat-
form of any party since this Government began.

Mr. FOSS. "Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOBSON. Certainly. .

Mr. FOSS. Would I be impertinent if T should ask the gen-
tleman if it was not largely through the gentleman's energetic
efforts that that plank was inserted in that platform?

Mr. HOBSON. I am glad to be able to say, gentlemen, that
I had the privilege of appearing before the resolutions commit-
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tee at Denver and found a very cordial reception on the part
of its members to the suggestions I ventured to advance. [Ap-
plause.] Mr. Chairman, an examination of the past records of
our Navy supplies no warrant for the Republican Party to
claim to be the father and the sponsor for the new Navy. On
the contrary, the fact is that the Democratic Party has equal,
if not superior, claims to this distinction. Secretary Chandler,
Republican, has been mentioned in this connection. Secretaries
Whitney and Herbert do not take second place to any Secretary
who ever held the office.

The appropriations for the Navy made under the Democratic
administrations show that the Democratic Party not only took
no backward step, but made great progress in naval development.
When the Democratic administration came into power under
Mr. Cleveland in 1885 the appropriations for the Navy increased
from $15,000,000 in 1884 to $16,000,000 the next year; they then
went to $17,000,000, and in 1888 reached the high-water mark,
for those days, of $25,000,000. [Applause.] Again, turn to the
second administration of Mr. Cleveland and you will find that
in 1893 the appropriations for the Navy increased from
$21,000,000 the previous year to over twenty-two and a half
million dollars, and in 1894 went up to $29,000,000, and in 1895
to $31,000,000, and in 1896 attained again the high-water mark
for those days of $33,000,000, showing that the Democratic
Party has been consistently progressive in its policy toward the
Navy. Moreover, it has incorporated reforms in administration
and has been constructive in its treatment of this great branch
of national defense,

Furthermore, the control of the Naval Committee by the
Democratic Party is going to mark a beginning of new and
much-needed reforms and the adoption of many constructive
measures, not only to cut down the expenses but to promote the
efficiency of the service, the efficiency of administration, the
efficiency of organization, the efficiency of the personnel, and
the general efficiency of the Navy as our main reliance for
national defense.

Take the question of types of battleships. It is a legitimate
criticism that to-day we have not a single modern scout vessel.
These Dreadnought cruisers are the only form of modern scouts
that can occupy the sea. No auxiliary can remain upon the sea
in the face of those, and yet there has not been under a Re-
publican administration a serious effort to get such vessels as
these. Furthermore, the question of the type of shell to use has
been long neglected, and we are to-day behind all the rest of
the world. It has been hard work to get a Republican admin-
istration to make even the simplest experiments in this impor-
tant line of naval progress. Under Democratic control of the
committee we now have a special subcommittee to take up with
the Navy Department the question of experiments, and are in a
fair way to determine the best methods of attack and provide
against the expenditure of money for ineffective matériel. We
have taken up the question of the reorganization of the navy
yards and Navy Department and of the personnel. It is not
only not warranted, but exceedingly unwise in either side to
try to make a political matter out of this vital question. Every
Demoerat, like every Republican, recognizes the elemental prin-
ciple of self-preservation, and all join together in providing for
national defense,

When it came to the question of the Spanish War, was there
any difference of party? No. Was there in any other foreign
war? No. And there never will be. In my judgment, the Demo-
cratie Party will soon be in control of the Executive adminis-
tration of the Government as well as in control of Congress,
and it can be relied on to meet effectively and wisely all the
responsibilities that come, including proper provision for and
administration of the Navy and all other branches of the
national defense. American institutions are built up upon the
great Democratic principle of equality of opportunity for all
and special privilege for none. This principle is the foundation
for the ecivilization of the future to rest upon. It is absurd, on
the face of it, to think that the party that embodies this prin-
ciple would see it pushed backward by the nations of the Old
World whose Governments are built upon the hereditary prin-
ciple and the claims of privilege. On the contrary, the Demo-
cratic Party of all others can be depended on to advance that
principle year by year, and to provide for its defense against
assanlt. Take the Monroe doctrine established by our fore-
fathers.

The Monroe doctrine is in effect an announcement that this
hemisphere shall not be seized by any foreign power for special
advantage. It does not restrict legitimate development or even
colonization in the sense of sending citizens there, but it for-
bids the seizing and control of any part of it by a military power
that would heist its flag and assume special privilege there.
You do not expect the Democratic Party, that stands for that

principle—the party that announced and inaugurated the Mon-
roe doctrine—to give up the Monroe doctrine. On the contrary,
it can be counted on, as in the case of President Cleveland, to
.protect that doctrine with jealous care. When we examine the
means for maintaining that doectrine it will be evident to those
who have the responsibility that the only way for our ideas to
,prevail in a land beyond the sea as against the ideas of another
‘nation in the same land likewise beyond the sea from them
will be for us to control the sen.

. Our liberal and generous policies in Cuba would have been
accepted if we had held control of the sea as compared with
Spain, and there would have been no war with Spain. The
problems there would have been settled by diplomacy.

When Germany landed in Venezuela, we called upon her to
retire. Why did she retire peacefully? Because we had control
of the sea. It being clear that control of the sea is necessary
to maintain the Monroe doctrine, the Democratic Party can be
counted upon to establish that control.

Furthermore, we are now approaching the completion of the
Panama Canal. Not only the Monroe doctrine but the Pacifie
Ocean in general will receive more careful consideration at the
hands of the whole world, and especially at the hands of the
American people and their representatives in both parties.
Across the great Pacific Ocean Americans to-day maintain, or as-
sume to maintain, the principle of the open-door policy, That
is nothing more than the old Democratic prineciple of equality
of opportunity in the commercial relations of nations with the
neutral markets of the world. We are the real sponsor, and
upon us must depend the real effectiveness of that policy. Of
course, the Democratic Party and the Democratic statesmen in
control of its policies must recognize that the only basis upon
which that policy can be maintained and made effective is a
strong naval force in the Pacific Ocean—substantially control
of the sea as against any nation of Asia.

In the middle of the Pacific, at Pearl Harbor, near Honolulu,
we have the most vital strategic point in the world. That har-
bor will control 4,000 miles of that ocean, practically the ocean
itself. The nation which ultimately controls Pearl Harbor will
direct the policies and future of that great ocean.

America now owns that harbor. Other nations desire it.
One other nation has 35,000 troops in that island by official
report. The permanent control of that harbor depends abso-
lutely on the control of the sea. The nation that has free ae-
cess to that island, so that its reenforcements can go over while
it can cut off the sending of reenforcements from other lands,
will of necessity control that strategic center. Democrats in
responsibility will be just as alive to their vital interest as men
of any other party.

Again, it is not necessary to discuss how we came into pos-
session of the Philippine Islands. We all know we have a re-
sponsibility resting upon wus in connection with the future
destiny of those people. We would not allow peoples in South
America to have their destiny determined by a great military
power of another continent.

Do you think we would leave the destiny of the Filipinos,
now in the hollow of our hands, to be settled by the foreign
colonial policies of any monarch? America certainly would not,
and least of all would the Democratic Party. Evidently we can
only maintain our protection and assume the inalienable re-
sponsibility by having free access to those islands, which
means control of the sea in the Pacific. In view of these con-
siderations we can rest assured that a constructive party like
the Democratic Party will proceed to develop the proper naval
policy to protect these vital interests and insure the effective-
ness of these fundamental Democratice principles.

Mr. Chairman, may I ask how much time I have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has five minutes re-
maining.

Mr. HOBSON. In conclusion I wish to eall attention to the
fact that our committee, with its Democratic majority, is now
taking up the whole question of national defense on a broader
scale than ever before considered in America, and has reported
a measure which will create a council of national defense.
The President will be at the head of the council, and on it will
be the Secretary of State, the Secretary of War, the Secretary
of the Navy, and eight Members of Congress, the chairmen of
the great committees involved in national defense—the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the two Houses, the Committees on
Foreign Affairs of the two Houses, the Naval and Military Com-
mittees of the two Houses, and four experts—the Chief of the
General Staff of the Army, the president of the Army War
College, the officer of the Navy corresponding as nearly as prac-
ticable to the Chief of Staff, to be appointed by the Secretary of
the Navy, and the president of the Naval War College. These
are to be a council of national defense, to investigate thor-
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oughly -the whole guestion and formulate our general policy,
and to recommend to Congress from time to time such measures
as they deem expedient for the carrying out of that policy.

Every nation of the world of any importance in military
affairs, where the question of national defense has been given
serious conslderation, has evolved some such council in some
form. Recent wars have shown the increasing necessity for
well-defined policy as the magnitude of war operations grow.
In the war between Japan and Russia, Russia’s council did not
bring closely together the civil and military, and the civil per-
mitted the war to be brought on before the military was ready.
Then, again, the civil allowed the war to be terminated before
the military was ready. The result of the war was adverse to
Russia. If there had been that intimate connection in their
administration between the civil and the military that there
will be in our council they would have proceeded together.
The war would have been delayed in coming on, and would
have been extended in its prosecution; and the experts of the
world believe the issue of the war would have been victory,
instead of defeat, to Russia,

" Following upon the heels of the Japanese-Russian war, the
Russian Government strengthened and solidified their council
of nationnl defense.

The same happened with the English council in the prosecu-
tion of the Boer war., That war gave the British a great deal
of trouble because the civil bronght it on before the military
was ready. Since then they have developed their council of
defense along the lines I have indicated.

A study of the organization of the German Government and
its defense policies goes to show that the greaf success achieved
in recent years by the German arms is due to the fact that they
have had complete cooperation between the civil and military
branches. The lesson of history brings out the fact that the sue-

cessful policies in war and successful foreign policies pursued

without war have been the result of thorough ecooperation of
civil and military administrations. The Democratic Party in
establishing this council will inaugurate a new era of economy
and efficiency in the national defense—

Mr. HILL, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Alabama yield
to the gentleman from Connecticut?

Mr. HOBSON. I do.

Mr. HILL. I de not know much about naval affairs, but I
wish to ask this gquestion: Did the committee, in reporting this
bill and ignoring the recommendation of the Navy Department
for two battleships and two cruisers, do it with the idea that the
present Navy, if maintained in its present condition, is suffi-
cient for the defense of the country, or do they do it as a matter
of temporary economy and propose to have the country take its
chances on the defense?

Mr. HOBSON. I will answer, though the chairman of the
committee is better able to interpret the party policies, if the
gentleman asks me what my idea of it is, The party, and the
committee reflecting that party, have simply called a temporary
halt for purposes of imvestigation. The party seeks economy,
but not a false economy that would sacrifice efficiency—this
session is not completed yet—in the matter of battleships.

AMr. HILL. Now, I would like to ask the gentleman one mere
question, and that is, whether, in bis judgment, that is a safe
course of procedure?

Mr. HOBSON. I am frank to tell the genileman, as I tell
everybody who asks me about it and as I tell the public at
large, that in my judgment the only policy that will maintain
the Monroe doctrine in peace is to have control of the sea as
compared with any nation that might attempt to colonize. The
game sitnation holds true in the Pacifie, and our Navy ought to
be of such strength that our fleet in the Atlantic would be on a
parity with any continental nation of Europe, while our fleet
in the Pacific would be on a parity with any power of Asia;
that is, our Atlantic Fleet shounld egual the German fleet and
our Pacific Fleet should equal the Japanese fleet,

Mr. HILL. I do not refer to size as an instroment of of-
fense. I am asking the genfleman’s judgment as to whether,
if the Navy is maintained .in its present condition, it is suffi-
ciently large to be a sure defense?

Mr. HOBSON. I am frank to tell the gentleman that it
certainly will mot be. At our present rate we will not be a
second-class power long, but will rapidly fall to the rank of a
fifth-class power. It would require more than four battle
ships a year to maintain a position as a second-rate power.
[Applause.]

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. PADGETT. I yield to the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. SmaLL].

Mr. SMALL. Mr. Chairman, in my home State of North
Oarolina the 10th day of May in each year is set apart as a
memorial day, on which the men and women gather in their
respective communities to do honor te the living ex-Confederate
veterans and to recall the virtues and the heroism of those who
gave up their lives in the great Civil War. It is a day which
evokes tender and grateful memories of that fratricidal strife,
and for the larger number of those who participated the event
is only a matter of history. We of the South find nothing in-
consistent or unpatriotic in preserving the memory and recalling
the courage and virtues of the men who wore the gray. To
those of us who have no personal recollection of that great war
we feel that we would be unworthy sons of those brave men if
we forgot their virtups or ceased to be proud of the record which
they made in a cause which they believed to be right. For all
time to come their deeds and their achievements as men will
make a bright page in history and add distinction to our country.

No brave soldier who followed Grant will deny this privilege
or disparage the courage and manhood of his former foes.
We are all American citizens, and as we of the South honor
the brave men who fought to preserve the Union, so will all good
men upon the other side and their descendants continue to
honor the brave men who followed Lee and Jackson.

I was at my home in the town of Washington, N. C., on the
10th day of May this year and participated in the memorial
exercizes. The Daughters of the Confederacy joined with the
veterans and the citizens in this sweet memorial. Under a
bright sun, with a gentle breeze, the old and decrepit veterans
amarched with stirring music and accompanied by citizens and
children. The exercises were held in the auditorium of the
public-school building, where, as a part of the program, an ad-
dress was delivered by Mr. R. D. W. Connor, of Raleigh, N. C.
Mr. Connor is a young man of only 35 years, but he has accom-
plished much, He is the secretary of the North Carolina His-
torieal Commission, secretary of the State Teachers’ Assembly,
and a leading member of the North Carolina Literary and His-
torical Association. He is a student and writer upon historical
subjects and has contributed much toward preserving the his-
tory of the State and the country. His address was couched in
such chaste language, was so replete with historical faets, and
with all was so appropriate and patriotic that I resolved, after
its delivery, to request a copy of the address with a view of
asking the leave of the House to publish the same in the Recorp,
It was an address which might have been delivered before any
Grand Army post or before any audience in any State of the
Union, regardiess of their attifude or the attitude of their
ancestors in that great conflict. Like myself, Mr. Connor be-
longs to the new generation who did not participate in the
Civil War. The people of my State are proud of the Republic,
loyal to the Constitution and the Union of the States, and have
no higher ideal than the preservation of that Union for all
time to eome. If this speech could be read by the people of
every section I believe it would contribute to cementing the
ties which should bind us in one common patriotic purpose to
preserve our Government, to perpetunate its institutions, and to
maintain fraternity among all sections. If I am permitted to
insert this speech in the Iecogp it is my purpose to distribute
it as far as possible in other sections, and particularly among
the veterans of the Grand Army of the Republic.

I therefore ask leave, Mr. Chairman, to append as a part of
my remarks the address of Mr. R. D. W. Connor, of North
Carolina.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentlemsan from North Carolina [Mr.
Saarn] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the
Recorp. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

The address referred to is as follows:

THE MEANING AND PURPOSE OF MEMORIAL DAY.

“ Forty-nine years ago to-day the spirit of Stonewall Jackson
passed over the river and rested in the shade of the trees. The
flight of that heroic soul marked the 10th day of May as an
anniversary to be forever hallowed in the grateful heart of the
South. For in the career of Stonewall Jackson, more perfectly
than in the career of any other man, was personified the Seuth-
ern Confederacy. As the Confederacy by one bold stroke rose
to a place among the powers of the world, so Stonewall Jack-
son at one bound leaped from obscurity to a place among the
immortals of history. The Confederacy, in a brief spasm of
glory, astounded the world by the brilliancy of its achievements,
and Stonewall Jackson, like a passing meteor across the dark
clouds of war, dazzled the eyes of mankind by the brilliancy
of his genius; and as the English poet declared of the Con-

federacy—
" No nation rose so white and fair,
Or fell so pure of erime,
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“ 8o Stonewall Jackson, like a stainless knight of chivalry, rose
to a place among heroes and, facing death with inspired heroism,
left to fame a name untarnished by a single blot. In him, too,
we find personified those qualities of fearless courage, dashing
enthusiasm, and steadfast loyalty that characterized the soldiers
of the South and won for them in defeat laurels as splendid as
those that crowned the brows of their foes in victory. Nothing,
therefore, could be more fitting than that the daughters of the
South, searching the calendar for a day to consecrate to the
memory of the Confederacy, should select the anniversary of
the day on which Stonewall Jackson gave his life in defence of
their homes and firesides.

“Tt is, then, in memory of this hero and of those who fol-
Jowed him that, in the very midst of an age inspired by the
spirit of a living present, and cheered with the hopefulness of
those who have learned to fight and win, we pause to-day to
commune for a brief moment with a past that is dead, and to
pay tribute to the memory of those who fought and lost. Truly
a paradoxical situation. And yet, perhaps not so very paradox-
jeal after all, for these memorial day ceremonies have a much
deeper meaning than may at first appear. The past is dead, and
yet it lives; our fathers lost, and yet they won; and to-day we
come to review not the dead, but the living past; to commemo-
rate not the defeat, but the victory of the vanquished. Looking
back over the past we see in the American Civil War, under-
neath all the blare of bugles and the roar of cannon, the con-
. flict of two great ideas. Behind the Stars and Stripes of
Lincoln and Grant, we see arrayed the idea of nationality;
behind the Stars and Bars of Davis and Lee, the idea of sov-,
ereign statehood. Looking out into the future, we see the day
when the historian, coming to pronounce his judgment on the
final results of that conflict, will declare that in the end both
ideas were triumphant, for out of that struggle came a more
perfect and more enduring Union, and out of it came a freer
and a nobler State. Now, happily no longer in conflict, State
and Union move along their destined paths to a common heritage
of liberty and truth and justice for all mankind. In this happy
consummation both Federal and Confederatehave their allotted
parts to play.

“mhe Confederate soldler, as I have said, represented the
jdea of sovereign Statehood. In defense of this idea thousands
of men died on the field of battle, and for it to-day other thou-
sands rejoice in an opportunity to live. What then is this thing
for which men are so willing to give their lives? What do we
mean by the State? By the State I mean something more than
acres of land and millions of people; something more than con-
stitutions and laws, than governors and legislatures, than courts
and constables and prisons. I mean something more than
material wealth and political power. The State of North Caro-
lina is not the 52,000 square miles of territory lying between
Virginia and South Carolina, the Atlantic and the Blue Ridge;
nor is it the two and a half millions of people whose homes are
here. The State is not to be found in the capitol at Raleigh,
nor in the courthouses of our 100 counties. Soil and climate,
fields and forests, rivers and mountains, railroads and factories,
cottages and mansions, schools and churches—all these are but
outward and visible forms of the real, living State. The first
white men who settled on our shores 300 years ago found the
same 52,000 square miles of territory stretching out before them;
the same rivers pouring their waters into the same sea; the
same mountain ranges lifting their lofty peaks up into the same
blue sky; the same smiling plains and the same rolling hills
presented to their view the same panorama of natural beauty
and grandeur. They found forests growing then as they grow
now. They cleared fields and built houses. They, too, had a
constitution and laws, a governor, and a lawmaking body. All
these things they had in substance as we have them to-day.
They had the possibilities of a State, but they did not have
the State itself, and certainly they did not have the State of
North Carolina to which we acknowledge allegiance. If these
things constituted the real State, it would be but a dead thing,
the same yesterday, to-day, and forever.

“ But the State is not a dead thing. It is a living, breathing,
changing organism, never to-day what it was yesterday, and
never to be to-morrow what it is to-day. The State of 1912 is
not the State of 1812. Every generation in the past has added
its contributions, medifying its character and changing its
ideals; and every generation in the future must contribute
something for good or ill. As Dr. McIver used to say: ‘ Some-
times we think.it is a pity that a good man who has learned
to be of service to his fellows should be called out of the
world.” So sometimes we may think about an enterprising and
useful generation, but after all the generations of men are
but relays in civilization’s march on its journey from savagery
to the millennium. Each generation owes it to the past and to

the future that no previous worthy attainment or achievement,

whether of thought or deed or vision, shall be lost. It is also
under the highest obligation to make at least as much progress
on the march as has been made by any generation that has
gone before. It is then in the contributions of all the genera-
tions that have gone before us, and in the contributions that we
are to-day making to the generations that shall come after us
that we find the real, living State.

“ Let us suppose that it were possible to blot out of our lives
all the story of the past, to erase from our memories all recol-
lection of the men and events, the thoughts and the ideals, that
have made us what we are to-day, to lose all knowledge of our
forefathers' conceptions of liberty and law, all their successes
and failures, their hopes and ambitions, their customs, fradi-
tions, and history—suppose all these things were torn out of
our annals, what would we have left of the State which our
Revolutionary ancestors founded and handed down to us? If
we had never seen the gallant Wyatt rushing to his death at
Bethel; if we had never watched with speechless wonder and
admiration the long gray line of Pettigrew’s division sweeping
up the heights of Gettysburg; if we had never beheld the splen-
did figure of the gallant Grimes leading the last desperaté
charge at Appomattox, would we still have the same glorious
old North State which we have now? Robert E. Lee, sitting
despondently amid the ruins of his noble army, as his soldiers
gtraggled by on the retreat from Petersburg, without order and
without discipline, was suddenly aroused from his reverie by
the steady, disciplined tread of a brigade keeping perfect step
to the drumbeat. Quickly raising his head, while a pleased
smile chased shadows of despondency from his face, he asked,
‘What brigade is that?' °‘Cox's North Carolina,’ was the
reply. Then, lifting his hat in salute, the great commander
exclaimed, with deep emotion, ‘ God bless old North Carolina.’
Blot all of these memories out of our lives and what should we
have left? The same vast stretch of territory would still throw
itself across the continent for a distance of 500 miles, the same
plaing and hills and plateaus would still delight the eye with
their varied beanty, the same lofty mountain peaks would still
cast their dark shadows across the same deep valleys, the same
sky would still bend its blue arch above us, but in it all we
should behold but a vain, hollow, empty shell of dead mate-
rialism, and not that State for which the Confederate soldier
offered his life on the field of battle and which we to-day de-
light to love and serve. That State, ladies and gentlemen, we
find in the hearts and minds of her people; in all they have been
in the past, in all they are in the present, and in all they hope
to be in the future; in the memories of the men and events by
which, in peace and in war, in the council chamber and on the
battle field, we have won our place among the States of the
American Union; in the ideals upon which the State was
founded by the fathers and in the aspirations that stir in us
an ambition to serve the State and worthily to maintain what
they have nobly secured. 4

“ Such was the Confederate soldier’s conception of the State,
and as it was his duty and privilege to defend it, so it is
ours to preserve and hand it down unimpaired to his children
forever. For this purpose, then, that we may the better ful-
fill this doty, we have set apart this memorial day in order
that we may annually pass in review what the State has been
in the past, consider what it is in the present, and forecast what
we shall make it in the futore,

“The first purpose of memorial day, then, is to keep fresh
in our minds what the State has been in the past, and surely
it would be hard for one who loves his State to find a more
important or a more pleasing task. A generation ago it was
a favorite boast with us in the South that we had been too
busy making history to have time for writing it. But when
we come to think of the State as the Confederate soldier
thought of it, we shall understand that not only is each gen-
eration under obligation to make at least as much progress
on the march of civilization as any generation that has gone
before, but it is also under equal obligations to preserve the
record of its progress for the benefit of generations that shall
come after it; for as history is the foundation of all knowledge
and the measure of all progress, o a failure to record the
great events of history would result in setting each genera-
tion back to the point from which its predecessor started, and
would close to posterity the source of its richest treasures.
Modesty, no doubt, is a commendable trait in the character of
any people, but a sober, reasonable, and intelligent pride in
the achievements of one’s country is the best incentive to
public virtue and real patriotism; and a people’ who have not
the pride to record their history will not long have the virtue
to make history that is worth recording.

“ But I speak now of a State pride that is sober, reasonable
and intelligent, for certainly there is nothing either patriotic
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or elevating in that foolish, extravagant, and ié,'norant pride
that provoked Kipling's famous prayer:
“If, drunk with sight of power, we loose
Wild tongues that have not Thee in awe—
Such boastings as the Gentiles use,

Or lesser breeds without the law—
* * * * *

For frantic boast and foolish word,
Thy mercy on Thy people, Lord!

“ Such a pride develops neither virtue nor patriotism. It only
excites the ridicule of the world and brings shame on the good
name of the State. It places false values on unworthy things
and degrades the character of the people. It produces self-
conceit, provineialism, and stagnation, and destroys manly vigor
and ambition. It is to be avoided as the worst enemy of true
State pride. Rather let us use memorial day to cnltivate a
sober pride of country, which knows how to hold itself in proper
reserve, yet ever stands guard over the true honor and welfare
of the State; a reasonable pride of country, which knows the
difference between the good and the evil, the true and the false,
the beautiful and the ugly in the life of the State, and will
accept the one but reject the other; an intelligent pride of
country, which will seek to draw from the past lessons of service
and inspiration for the present and the future.

“Tove thou thy land, with love far-brought
From out the storied past, and used
Within the present, but transfused
Thro' future time by power of thought.

“The importance of the cultivation of such a pride among
a self-governing people in the achievements of their country can
not be easily overestimated. The great events in the history
of a democratic country are the achlevements of the people
themselves. The Czar of Ilussia may issue his decree granting
a free Parliament to his subjects and is entitled to claim all the
credit and the glory as his own; but when an American Con-
gress promulgates a Declaration of Independence or an Amer-
jcan President emancipates 3,000,000 slaves, it is not Congress
nor the President, but the people themselves, who speak. The
American soldier, whether he wore the blue or whether he wore
the gray, who answered the call of his counfry in 1861 and
through four long years of war wrote his unsurpassed record of
devotion to duty, of courage in the field, of endurance in suffer-
ing, of patience f defeat, of fidelify in temptation, of loyalty
“in the hour of trial, won for himself a place in history beside
the imperial legionary of Cmsar and the old guardsman of
Napoleon ; but the glory of the Roman legionary and the glory
of the French guardsman belong to them alone, the glory of
the American soldier belongs to his country. 8o, too, the great
men in a republic of self-governing people spring from among
the people themselves, and in a republic no man is counted
great by the accident of birth, but only by reason of some
eminent service rendered to his fellow countrymen. Ivery
man feels, therefore, that what other men have been and done,
he himself may be and do. The fame of a Hannibal or a
Cemsar, or of a Frederick or a Napoleon, is his own; but the
fame of Lee and Grant, of Lincoln and Davis and Vance be-
longs to the American people. When we turn aside from our
daily affairs, therefore, to commemorate the great events in our
history, we simply take an inventory of the best that we our-
selves have been able to contribute to the making of the State;
and when we offer tribute to the great men of the State, we
gimply pay tribute to the highest types of character that we
ourselves have been able to develop, for our own character is
reflected in the character of the men whose memories we
revere, whose lives we study, and whose virtues we admire.

“This, then, is the meaning of memorial day as it relates to
the State of the past; for the State of the present it has a yet
deeper meaning. From this study of our contribufions to the
State of the past we shall draw experience and inspiration for
our contributions to the State of the present, for in a free State
not only the demands of patriotism but algo the qualifications
of good citizenship require that those who control and direct
the affairs of the State shall be familiar with the ideas and
events that have shaped its destiny. In such a State every
citizen is a director in its affairs and from time to time is called
upon to decide great questions that will affect the welfare of
the remotest posterity. In his hands he holds the fate of po-
litical parties; he controls public polices; he formulates social
creeds; he. solves educational problems; he determines great
industrial issues; in a word, he forms public opinion, and in free
States public opinion rules politicians, governs social conduct,
regulates industrial affairs, and shapes the destinies of the peo-
ple. This much at least every citizen must pay for the privilege
of his ecitizenship; and if he is a patriotic citizen, intent upon
the conscientious performance of his duty, he needs as the foun-
dation stone of his citizenship a knowledge of the past.

XLVIII—444

“Oh, but men say, ‘The past is dead, and we are practical
men who live in the present. What need have we for the dead
past?’ The past is not dead. ‘The roots of the present lie deep
in the past, and nothing in the past is dead to the man who
would understand how the present came to be what it is” The
present’ was born of the past and is the parent of the future.
Every problem which you are called upon to solve comes to you
out of the past, molded into shape by its influence and charged
with its spirit. If your problem be to choose between candidates
for the United States Senate, for governor, for constable, or for
any other public office, your first inquiry is for a knowledge of
their past. If your problem be to reorganize a bank, a school, a
factory, or any other institution, your first task is to learn how
the institution was formed and whence it grew. If your problem
be to formulate a social creed for the gunidance of your com-
munity, your first step is to learn what social creeds have risen
and vanished before. If your problem be to determine upon an
educational policy for your city, your county, or your State, you
must first of all investigate the hundred policies that have
already been put to the test. If your problem be to agree upon
some plan for the better marketing of your cotton crop, for the
regulation of labor, or to settle any other industrial policy, you
must first of all know the origin and history of the trouble to be
corrected. Whatever your problem may be you ean not under-
stand it clearly or solve it intelligently until you are familiar
with its past.

“And yet how often do we see wise men who refuse to ac-
knowledge this plain truth blundering along in their blindness,
consulting their invention and rejecting their experience until
they find that every step taken in advance seems to be hurled
back by some silent and unnoticed power, and their enthusiasm
gives way to despair, their hopes fade into recollections.

“ What is this unseen power which seems to undo the best human
efforts as if it were some overbearing weight against which no man
can struggle? What is this ever-acting force which seems to revive tha
dead, to restore what we destroy, to renew forgotten watchwords, ex-
ploded fallacies, discredited doctrines, and condemned institutions;
against which enthusiasm, intellect, truth, high purpose, and seli-
devotion seem to beat themselves to death in vain? It is the past. It
is the accumulated wills and works of all mankind around us and
before us. 1t is civilization, It is that power which to understand is
strength, which to repudiate is weakness, (Frederic Harrison: The
Meaning of History.)

* Surely no people in all the history of the world have had
more reason to be impressed with these truths than we Ameri-
cans of the Southern States. During the decade following the
Civil War we saw a trinmphant people, flushed with victory
and drunk with power, attempt to remodel every institution of
these Southern States in defiance of all the lessons of 10 cen-
turies of English history. We saw them attempt to erect a
political structure on a basis that turned back the wheel of time
a thousand years. We saw them formulate a social creed pro-
claiming an equality between the white man and the black man
that flew into the face of all civilization. We saw them plan
an industrial scheme to place the former master under the feet
of his recent slave; that gave the lie to the teachings of history
throughout the ages. And we saw them all—institutions, politi-
cal structure, social ideals, and industrial schemes, though sup-
ported by the arms of a vietorious Nation, rise in the night
only to fall erushed and destroyed in the day, leaving as their
centributions to the State naught but the

' “ s * = gword and fire,

Iled ruin, and the breaking up of laws.

“ Crushed and destroyed, not because they were evil, evil
though they were, but destroyed because they were not born
of the past. The best work of some of the truest reformers in
the history of the world has not been exempt from a similar
fate. Indeed, the whole path of civilization is strewn with the
wrecks of institutions, social and religious creeds, political and
industrial structures, to which millions looked for the cure of
all human ills and upon which they founded their hopes of
human happiness—wrecked because their roots were not sunk
deep in the teachings of the past. The past is the conservative,
steadying, guiding power in the present; and the present, with-
out the influence of the past, would be as unsteady in its mo-
tions, as helpless to guide its course, and as uncertain of its
goal as a ship without sails, ballast, or rudder. No pilot is fit
fo be intrusted with the control of a ship who is ignorant of
his chart, and no crew who are indifferent to their chart need
hope to reach their haven safely; so no man is fit to be intrusted
with control of the present who is ignorant of the past, and no
people who are indifferent to their past need hope to make their
future great.

“ For this State of the future, memorial day has yet a deeper
meaning. Paradoxical as this may seem, it is yet necessarily
true. All our aims and ambitions and hopes look to the future.
That State pride which the study of the past cultivates is a
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meaningless vanity if it does not inspire in us high and. splendid
ideals for the State of the future. That equipment for service
which such study develops has but little purpose if it does not
enable us the better to realize those ideals. If we shall find that
the contributions made by our fathers to the State of the past
were good, shall we not resolve that our contributions te the
State of the future ghall be better? If we shall find that they
have left to us a noble heritage, shall we not determine fo leave
to our children a yet richer legacy? If we shall find that they
were ready without thought of self to bear the burdens of the
state and equipped to do its service, shall we falter because we,
too, have burdens to bear and services to perform? No Siate
ever called her people into her service with greater confidence
in their spirit of willingness and determination than North
Carolina in 1861, and no people ever responded with a more
absolute forgetfulness of self in their duty fo their couniry.
In like manner the State of the future is calling us into her
service; and shall we not respond in like spirit? No invading
foe threatens us with a foreign tyranny, no bugle calls us to
arms in her defense; but there are other tyrannies none the
less oppressive, other duties none the less important. There is
the tyranny of ignorance, the tyranny of poverty, the tyranny
of diseasge, the tyranny of a backward industrial life, the
tyranny of prejudice, the {yranny of intolerance. There are
schools to be supported, resources to be developed, social condi-
tions to be reformed, fields to be cultivated, prejudices to be
overthrown, truth and justice to be established—all great prob-
lems that have come to us out of the past. What, then, has
the past to teach us with regard to their solution?

“The past will teach us that since the dawn of civilization
jgnorance has contributed nothing to the progress of mankind
or to the amelioration of man’s condition on earth; hence we
shall learn that the supreme duty of the State of the future is
the education of her children—not some of her children, but
every child of them, without regard to ifs sex or condition, its
wealth or poverty, its race or color. Ignorance is no respecter
of persons. It chooses its agents regardless of their race, color,
or previous condition of servitude. It is thoroughly democratic.
It strikes through the ruler in the seat of power; it strikes
through the money king on his throne of gold; it strikes through
the beggar on the street. It is as blind as justice itself. The
scholar in his study, the man with the hoe, the banker, the mer-
chant, the manufacturer, the editor, the teacher the lawyer, the
farmer, all feel the deadening effects of its blows, and wherever
they fall they leave behind a trail of poverty and failure and
suffering. It flaunts itself in our faces to-day with all the
arrogance of long-intrenched power, daring us to more terrific
battles and inviting us to more glorious vietories than any that
were ever won by the Confederate soldier. To these battles
the State of the future is calling us as the State of the past
called to our fathers:

“ Br up all gour cohorts of truth and light and power.
your batteries and sound the onset, for the conflict is now on with the
enemy. The powers of ignorance and of darkmess are arrayed against
us, and the fight must be to the finish,

“The past will teach us that material resources—unlimited
water power, boundless forests, inexhaustible minerals, fertile
soil, and genial climate—contribute nothing to the wealth or
the power of a people who do not know how to use them.
Gettysburg and Appomattox taught this lesson with fearful
force, for behind the armies of the South were neglected fields,
unopened mines, impassable highways, unexplored forests, and
rivers that sent their waters unfettered to the sea; behind the
armies of the North were cultivated farms and gardens, rivers
that had been harnessed to the spindle and the loom, mines
that had been made to yield up their secret treasures, forests
that gave their timbers to be fashioned into a thousand useful
forms, and great railroads and highways that carried life and
vigor to the uttermost parts of the country. In 1865 the armies
of Lee and Johnston surrendered not to the armies of Grant
and Sherman, who faced them on the fields of Virginia and
Carolina, but to the mills and factories that dotted the river
banks of New England, to the open mines that poured their
riches into the laps of California and Pennsylvania, to the
trade and commerce that brought the produce of the world to

e doors of New York and Chicago and Philadelphia. History

eaches no lesson more forcibly than the lesson that Providence
does not long tolerate a people who neglect the gifts of nature.
And so in the State of the future, before we can come into our
inheritance, we, too, must learn how to go down into the
bowels of the earth and bring up the hidden treasures, how
to penetrate the depths of the forests and hew down the timbers
with foresight and intelligence, how to tunnel the mountains
and bridge the gorges for great railroads and highways of
commeree and travel. In a word, we must learn how to use
the natural wealth that a generous Creator has poured into our
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laps or become the hewers of wood and the drawers of water
for those who do know how to use them.

“The past will teach us that no State ever grew strong or
prosperous except through the strength and prosperity of the
great toiling masses of its people. Ience we shall learn that
in the State of the future the 80 per cent of her people who
cultivate her soil and not the 20 per cent who live in her towns
will determine her power and wealth. The great economic
problem of this State then, as Mr. Poe states it, is not the build-
ing of towns and cities but the increasing of the earning
capacity of her average farm at least $500 a year so as to
bring it up to the earning capacity of the farms in other parts
of our country. In order to do this— '

“ We must rebuild our wasted sollg, restore the valuable woods to our
forests, comstruet economic and enduring highways, substitute in the
country substantial structures of brick or stone for our frail tenements
of w meadows must send their fragrance to the walleys, the
frait trees must cover the hilltops with bloom, the schoolhouse, the
church, and the factory must gladden the view from every summit.
We must bulld a more complete and enduring rural elvﬁ!z&t{on, where
gtrong and vlgorous manhood i8 reared and where the purest and
rarest forms of womanhood are in bloom. ¢ * * FEyery &Ie acre of
land must be made to produce, every idle man and woman must be
drafted into the army of toil, extravaganee and waste must cease,
intelligence must dominate matter, and universal vigor must take up
the tasks of general frailty, (Seaman A, Knapp in an ad before
the North Carolina Teachers' Assembly, 1908.

* Our industrial Lees and Jacksons must lead their armies of
toilers against the foes that are beating back from our rural
Eetcﬁous the comforts and conveniences and pleasures of modern

e. ;
* The past will teach us that the foundation upon which rests
the power and stability of the State is the physical well-being
of its people. The battlefield soaked in human blood, strewn
with mangled bodies, and groaning from the suffering of its
vietims, fills us with unspeakable loathing; and, turning away
with horror-stricken faces, we cry aloud against ‘man’s in-
humanity to man' With a thousand voices from every pulpit
and press in the land we denounce war as the great crime
against civilization, and opon a thousand gilded trumpets we
hail the dawn of universal peace as civilization's last and
greatest triumph. But if war is a crime against civilization
what shall be said of the existence among us of those conditions
which produce preventable disease? Where war has claimed its
thousands disease has reaped its tens of thousands. During the
Civil War, whose heroes we honor to-day, while 19,000 brave
North Carolina soldiers fell on the battlefield, disease inereased
the number to more than 40,000. For every American soldier
killed in that struggie by bulleis, three fell before the invisible
shafts of disease. During the Spanish-American War the com-
mon house fly slew five times as many American soldiers as
were killed by Spaniards, and in that short and unegual struggle
for every American soldier who fell before a Spanish bullet
disease slew 14. It matters not how brave the soldier may be,
how loyal to his flag, how enthusiastic in his cause, no measure’
of bravery, no degree of loyalty, no amount of enthusiasm can
avail him auvght if his body be wasted with disease, if his limbs'
refuse to obey the demands upon them, if his mind be dulled
and deadened by living under insanitary conditions. And what
is true of the soldier in war is equally true of the citizen in
peace. Rome, once the world’s mightiest empire, we are told,
was destroyed by malaria. ILast year alone in the United States,
among the most enl’ightened people on earth, one single prevent-'
able disease destroyed as many persons as were glain on both
gides during the four years of our Civil War. No people weak
and sickly from living under insanitary conditions can ever make
a strong, a prosperous, and a happy community. Though they,
may dwell in the most beautiful region on earth, though manu-
factures may prosper, though agriculture may thrive, though
the arts and sciences may flourish, though architects may cover
the land with gorgeous, temples and palaces, though they build
navies and raise armies greater than any the world has yet
seen, if they do not destroy the conditions that produce disease, |
disease will take its silent and insidious course, daily under- |
mining the health and decreasing the vigor of the race, and that
nation must perish. We shall learn no lesson from the past
more vital to our welfare than the lesson that it is the duty,]
of every community to protect the lives and health -of ltl¥

ple.

peﬂThe past will teach us that the supreme test of eapacity oﬁl'
any people for the great task of self-government is the degree

of patience with which they are willing to submit to necessary, |
and salutary restraints upon their will in the exercise of politi-|
cal power, and if I do not misread the signs of the times there
is no lesson which we need to take to heart just at this time
than this: Self-government, if it means anything, means self-
restraint, self-restraint in the exercise of political power not |
merely by individuals, but also by communities, by States, and
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even by mighty nations. In every self-governing community
the well-considered will of the majority of those upon whom
political power is conferred must, of course, prevail ; but before
that majority is fit for the task of self-government it must rec-
ognize the fact that there are certain great principles of right,
justice, and liberty, fundamental, etermal, and unchanging,
which it can not overleap with impunity, and which must always
be maintained at every hazard by those in authority. These
principles of government our fathers embodied in our State and
Federal Constitutions for the protection of the weak against the
strong, the minority against the temporary passions of the ma-
jority. But to-day there is rapidly developing among us a dis-
position to regard these restrictions with disfavor, to look upon
our constitutions as antiguated documents, very good in their
day but now decidedly behind the times; and we are growing
more and more impatient with courts and judges who dare up-
hold their provisions when they conflict with the passing whims
of the hour. Looking back over our history, I find that likewise
the abolitionists denounced the courts and judges in the days
of Chief Justice Taney and the Dred Scott decision; and so, too,
did the carpetbaggers and their northern supporters in the days
of Chief Justice Chase and the reconstruction acts. I would not
to-day say one word that would revive the bitter memories of
reconstruction, yet I would not have you soon forget the lessons
to be drawn from that memorable epoch in our history. When
the majority of the American people, swayed by vindictive pas-
sions of sectional hatred, attempted to reduce the whole South
to a condition like that of a Roman province under the Cgesars,
what great instrument stood in their way?

“The Federal Constitution. When that majority withdrew
from southern leaders the benefits of the amnesty granted them
by the President, when they forbade southern lawyers to prac-
tice in the courts and southern preachers to preach the gospel
from their pulpits, when they abolished the right of trial by
jury in the South and substituted for it trial by irresponsible
military commissions, when they denied to the southern people
the privilege of the great writ of habeas corpus, when by these
monstrous vielations of the Constitution they attempted to
withdraw the protection of the law of the land from all those
who refused to ‘crook the pregnant hinges of the knee that
thrift might follow fawning,’ who was it that stayed their hands
and saved the liberties of tha southern people? It was none
other than the judges of the Supreme Court of the United
States. Thwarted in their purpose, the majority chafed and
stormed, denounced the judges, and threatened to abolish the
eourt, but the good ship Constitution rode clamly through the
raging tempest and carried her precious cargo safely into
port. And so to-day, when we become impatient at the salu-
tary restraints placed upon our actions by that great charter
of our liberties, whan we feel inclined to join in the ery of those
who condemn it as antiquated and unsuited to the times, when
in our eagerness to make ‘ progress’ we are tempted to demand
that its time-tested provisions give way to hastily conceived
expedients, let us pause—Ilet us pause and call to mind the great
part it has played in the establishmenf of human liberty on
earth; let us look about us and consider how it has carried
light and hope and inspiration to the teeming millions, not of
America only, but of Europe, of Africa, of Asia, of Australia,
and the far-off islands of the sea, and let us learn to place a
little less confidence in the judgment of the day and a greater
faith and reliance in the wisdom and the teachings of the ages.

“The past will teach us that no State has ever survived the
assaults of time that was not built on the solid corner stone of
troth and justice and equality of opportunity for all men. We
shall learn, too, that there can be no truth without freedom of
thought, no justice without freedom of discussion, no equality
of opportunity without freedom of action. Every tyranny that
has oppressed mankind since the beginning of history, whether
it be the tyranny of autocracy, the tyranny of aristocracy, or
the tyranny of democracy, flourished on intolerance of free
thought, on suppression of free speech, and on denial of free
action. In the State of the future we must set our faces like
flint against every tendency to encourage these servants of
tyranny. We must learn to expose every question affecting the
welfare of the State to the searching light of free and full dis-
cussion and to abide the judgment of the people. But we must
learn also that hackneyed oratory is not discussion, denuncia-
tion is not criticism, license is not freedom. We must learn
that judgments rendered at the dictation of passion and preju-
dice are not likely to be ‘true and righteous altogether.” We
must learn that ideas are greater than persons, and principles
more enduring than personalities. We must learn that as true
liberty is liberty regulated by law, so nothing is more important
to the people of a self-governing State than that stern and
splendid regard for law which was the glory of Rome in her

best days, and without which no people can be truly great or
truly free. And, finally, we must learn that, while eternal vigi-
lance is the price of liberty, eternal agitation is not eternal
vigilance. Not till we have taken these lessons to heart shall
we throw open the door of opportunity to every child in the
State; not till then shall justice be enthroned in all the beauty
of righteousness; and not till then shall ‘Truth, shining pa-
tiently like a star, bid us advance, and we will not turn aside.

“To educate the children of the State, to develop her re-
sources, to revolutionize her industrial and agricultural system,
to maintain her authority, to preserve her freedom—these are
all great problems that have come to us out of the past; to solve
them is the work of the future. We shall not solve them with-
out the expenditure of much money and toil and sacrifice. But
to these tasks the State is calling her best sons, and shall we
shrink from her call? Consider the Confederate soldier. The
one sentiment that overshadowed all others in his heart, was
devotion to his State. For the State he lived, and in her defense
he went forth to die. He knew no duty above his duty to the
State, and he coveted no honor save the honor of the State.
No labor was too hard, no burden too heavy, no sacrifice too
great in her behalf. When she called him into her service, he
invented no excuse, he uttered no murmur, he asked no reward.
Inspired by his pride in her achievements, he imagined no
greater joy than to share in the brightness of her glory; and
warmed by her love, he sought no other fate than to go down
with her in the darkness of defeat. If in the same spirit we
too shall answer the call of the State of the future we may rest
assured that we shall not go down with her in the darkness of
defeat, but that we shall rejoice with her in the ever-increasing
brightness of her eternal glory.

* Such then is that freer and nobler State that came triumph-
ant out of the conflict of the sixties. Out of that conflict came
also, as I have said, a more perfect and a more enduring
Union—a Union of States, not of sections—of States sprung from
a common source, created for a common purpose, and builded
on a common foundation; a Union of States bound together
by the history and traditions of a common past, united in the
work of a common present, and destined to the glories of a
common future.

“For this Union, memorial day, whether it honors the
memory of those who followed Lee or the memory of those who
followed Grant, has its final and deepest meaning. We shall
not come to the observance of memorial day in the right spirit
if our purpose be to rekindle the fires of bitter memories or of
sectional animosities. But rather let us come in that spirit
which declares:

“ The sons will preserve and will magnify the fame of their fathers,
but they will not foster or figzht over again their feuds, since the fathers
themselves * * * Jlong ago renounced rancor and dissolved dif-
ferences, * * * We will filially honor the shades of our ancestors,
but we will not cut ourselves among their tombs. * * * Qur fathers
fought out the questions which their-fathers left unsettled. We recog-
nize and rejoice in the settlement of those questions. But we are re-
solved that neither the charm of historical study, nor the passion nor
the pathos of poetry, nor the pious exaltatlion which shrines excite and
monuments inspire shall to-day hold back North and South from the
new and noble obligations, and from the benign and brotherly com-
petitions of this teeming time. Better a decade of love and peace than
a cycle of the mutilations and of the memories of the Civil War,
(8t. Clair McKelway, in an address before the Conference for Educa-
tion In the South, 1903.)

“In such a spirit the Confederate soldier, after four long
vears of conflict, submitted to the judgment of the God of
battles, and in such a spirit the Nation will yet acknowledge
the great debt which ft owes to him. He fought the war in
good faith; he laid down his arms in good faith; and he ac-
cepted the resnlt in good faith. No apology for his course arose
to his lips to belie his conscience; no vain regrets lingered in
his heart to embitter his spirit. He turned from the battle field
to his civie duties feeling ‘ malice toward none,’ but * charity for
all’; ready to lend his hand to the task of binding up the
Nation's wounds, and determined to contribute by voice ani
conduct toward establishing and cherishing a just and lasting
peace between the torn and bleeding sections. Keeping always
in view the harmony, peace, and happiness of the whole coun-
try, joining in the desire of all good men everywhere to hush
forever the passions and prejudices of civil strife, disdaining
to renounce his own faith or principles, but willing to trust his
vindication to—

“That flight of ages which are God's

Own volce to justify the dead,
“he called on all sections of his country to ignore sectional is-
sues, and to address themselves to the task of restoring the
Union in heart and soul.

“That task, ladies and gentlemen, has been accomplished;
the Union has been restored. Fifty years after her secession
the vanquished South sits in the councils of the Nation, an




7068

- CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

equal member with the triumphant North. By order of the
President the name of Jefferson Davis, which was stricken in
the heat of civil war from a great national work made possible
by his genius, has been recarved on the corner stone of Cabin
John Bridge and his image has been graven upon the silver
service of the mighty battleship which bears the name of Afis-
gissippi, to be an inspiration of patriotism to her officers and
her gallant crew. The beloved form of Robert E. Lee, clad in
Confederate uniform, stands by that of Washington under the
Dome of the National Capitol. And in the seat of John Mar-
shall a Confederate soldier with learning, wisdom, and patriot-
ism worthy of his great predecessor guides the deliberations of
the Nation's highest court of justice. To-day the South holds
in her hands the destinies of this Union, and all men know that
they are in safe and honorable keeping.

“A half century is but a brief span in the life of a'Nation.
Yet the fiftieth anniversary of the morning on which the open-
ing roar of those guns in Charleston Harbor shook this Union
to its very foundations and threatened to tear it asunder found
these States more closely bound together in the bonds of broth-
erhood than ever before, saw this Union more firmly established
than ever in its whole history, and, in the glorious words of
Daniel Webster, beheld ‘the gorgeous ensign of the Republic,
now known and honored throughout the earth, still full high ad-
vanced, its arms and trophies streaming in their original luster,
not a stripe erased or polluted nor a single star obscured, bear-
ing for its motto no such miserable interrogatory as * What is
all this worth?’ nor those other words of delusion and folly,
“ Liberty first and unlon afterwards,” but everywhere spread
all over in characters of living light, blazing on all its ample
folds as they float over the sea and over the land and in every
wind under the whole heavens, that other sentiment, dear to

every true American heart, “ Liberty and union, now and for- |

ever, one and inseparable!"”’ The accomplishment of this
mighty task within the brief space of 50 years is one of the
greatest triumphs of civilization in the history of mankind,
and in this triumph no section of our country has borne a more
honorable part than the old Confederate States, no man has
contributed more nobly than the old Confederate soldier. His

wisdom and prudence, his saneness and patience, his loyalty

and patriotism through all the years since the war have won
for him a warm place in the Nation's heart, and there it shall
abide forever.

“And to-day as we gather to do honor to his memory shall
we not resolve to follow his example and emulate his spirit?
Let us forget the bitter memories, the passions, and the preju-
dices left in the wake of sectional strife and join heart and
soul with all throughout our common couniry who pay tribute
to those, whatever banner they may have followed, who un-
selfishly answered the call of duty as God gave them to see
and understand it. On this memorial day, dear to our hearts
for the memories it brings, the gallant spirits of Federal and
Confederate, who so freely gave of their best blood in the
service of their country, call to us to give as freely of ourselves
to our great reunited Nation, and in the service of that Nation
to think the highest that is in us to think, to do the best that
is in us to do, and to be the noblest that is in us to be.”

MESBAGE FROM THE SENATE.

The committee informally rose; and Mr. Curror having taken
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate,
by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks, announced that the Senate
had passed without amendment bills of ‘the following titles:

II. R.5602. An act authorizing the Leo N. Levi Memorial
Hospital Association to occupy and construct buildings for the
use of the corporation on lots Nos. 8 and 4, block No. 114, in
the city of Hot Springs, Ark.; and

H. R. 22999, An act providing for the construction and main-
tenance by the city of St. Louis, Mo., of an intake tower in the
Mississippi River at St. Lounis, Mo.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed
joint resolution of the following title, in which the concurrence
of the House of Representatives was requested:

8.J.Res. 105, Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of
State, for and on behalf of Surgeon Eugene Masdin, late of the
United States Public Health and Marine-Hospital SBervice, to
accept a decoration tendered him by the Italian Government
and to present the same to the widow of the said Surgeon

Masdin,
NAVAL AFPPROPRIATION BILL,

The committee resumed its session.
Mr, PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the Clerk proceed
with the reading of the bill,

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enaocted, ete., That the following sums be, and they are hereby,
appropriated, to be pald out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for the naval service of the Government for the
year ending June 30, 1913, and for other purposes.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
w,'ord. We have begun the reading of the bill. It is now 5.30
o'clock——

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committes

do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Hurr, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 24565)
making appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1013, and for other purposes, and had come to
no resolution thereon.

DEFICIENCIES IN HOUSE CONTINGENT FUND.

Mr. FITZGERALD, from the Committee on Appropriations,
reported a joint resolution (H. J. Res. 319) making appropria-
tions to supply deficiencies in the appropriations for contingent
expenses of the House of Representatives, and for other pur-
poses; which was read a first and second time, referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and,
with accompanying report (No. 755), ordered to be printed.

Mr. MANN. Mr, Speaker, I reserve all points of order on the
Jjoint resolution.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois reserves all
points of order.

HOUSE BILL WITH SENATE AMENDMENTS REFERRED.

Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, House bill 18712, granting pen-
sions and increase of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of
the Regular Army and Navy, and certain soldiers and sailors of
wars other than the Civil War, and to widows and dependent
relatives of such soldiers and sailors, was taken from the
Speaker's table and referred to the Committee on Pensions.

ADJOURNMENT,

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at & o'clock and 32
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Friday,
May 24, 1912, at 11 o'clock a. m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting
copy of a communication from the Acting Secretary of Com-
merce and Labor submitting estimate of appropriation for the
establishment of an immigration station in Chieago, I1l. (H.
Doc. No. 764) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed.

2. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, calling atten-
tion to the depleted condition of fund for the prevention of the
introduction and spread of contagious and infectious diseases
and recommending an appropriation of §500,000 for this fund
(H. Doc. No. 765) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. FERGUSSON, from the Committee on the Public Lands,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 2875) to provide for the
exchange of national forest timber in New Mexico for private
lands lying within the exterior limits of the Zuni National
Forest, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 754), which said bill and report were referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions
were severally reported from committees, delivered to the
Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the Whole House, as
follows :

Mr. SHERWOOD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill (8. 6646) granting pensions and
increase of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil
War and certain widows and dependent relatives of such
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soldiers and =sallors, 'reported the same without amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 751), which said bill and. report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill (8. 6847) granting pensions and increase of pensions to
certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and certain
widows and dependent relatives of such soldiers and sailors,
reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 7562), whicli said bill.and report were referred to
the Private Calendar.

Mr. UTTER, from the Committee on Pensions, to which
was referred sundry bills of the House, reported in lieu thereof
the bill (H. R, 24796) granting pensions and increase of pen-
sions to certain soldiers and sallors of the Regular Army and
Navy, and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the
Civil War, and to widows and dependent relatives of such
soldiers and sailors, accompanied by a report (No. 753), which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Inmvalid
Pensions was discharged from the consideration of the bill
(H. . 20220) granting a pension to Annie Hewson; and the
same was referred to the Committee on Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clanse 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky (by request of the Commis-
gioners of the District of Columbia): A bill (H. R. 24797) to
repeal a portion of an act entitled “An act making appropria-
tions fo provide for the expenses of the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1910, and
for other purposes,” approved March 3, 1909, and a part of the
act making like appropriations for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1911, approved May 18, 1910; to the Committee on the Distrlct
of Columbia.

By Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 24798) to
incorporate the Chamber of Commerce of the United States of
America; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LENROOT : A bill (H. R. 24799) relating to sleeping
ears in interstate commerce; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24800) for the purchase of a site and the
erection thereon of a publie building at Rhinelander, Wis.; to
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds,

By Mr. DUPR¥: A bill (H. R. 24801) making an appropria-
tion of $14,500 for improvements in and about the immigration
station at the port of New Orleans; to the Committee on
Appropriations,

By Mr. RAKER: A bill (H. R. 24802) to amend an act en-
titled “An act to set apart a certain tract of land in the State
of Californin as forest reservations,” approved October 1, 1890,
by changing the north and west boundaries of said tract and
excluding therefrom certain lands, and to attach and include a
part of said exclnded lands in the Stanislaus National Forest
and a part thereof in the Sierra National Forest; to the Com-
mittee on the Public Lands. -

By Mr. LAFFERTY : A bill (I R. 24803) to authorize com-
mon ecarriers subject to the provisions of the act of June 20,
1006, entitled “An act to amend an entitled ‘An act to regulate
commerce,’” approved February 4, 1887, and all acts amendatory
thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the Interstate Commerce
Commission,” to issue free transportation to traveling secre-
taries of Young Women's Christian Associations; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 319)
making appropriations to supply deficiencies in the appropria-
tions for contingent expenses of the House of Representatives
for the fiscal year 1912, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

By Mr. HAYDEN : Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of Arizona, favoring the abolition of the Commerce Court:
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, memorial, of the Legislature of the State of Arizona,
favoring reimbursement of settlers on Spanish land grants
for improvements, etc., made while occupying them; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. URTER: A bill (H. R. 24796) granting pensions and
incresse of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regu-

lar Army and Navy, and certain soldiers and sailors of wars
other than the Civil War, and to widows and dependent rela-
tives of such soldiers and sailors; to the Commiitee of the
Whole House.

By Mr. ADAIR: A bill (H. R. 245804) granting an increase
of pension to Amos Berry; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill (H. R, 24805) granting
an increase of pension to Jacub Krieger; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions. *

By Mr. BOWMAN: A bill (H. R, 24806) granting an inerease
of pension to L. G. Wildoner; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 24807) granting
an increase of pension to Theodor Schwahn; to the Committee
on Inyalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24808) granting an increase of pension to
Silas M. Abers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee: A bill (H. R, 24809) for the
relief of Yandell Wood and the estate of J. L. Wood; to the
Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. DANFORTH : A bill (H. R. 24810) granting an in-
crease of pension to John G. Van Trump: to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. DICKINSON: A bill (H. R. 24811) granting an in-
crease of pension fo Samuel 8, Brand; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24812) granting a pension to Robert F.
Branch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. GOULD: A bill (H. R. 24813) granting an inerease
of pension to William P. Smith' to the Committee on Invalid
Penslong.

By Mr. HENSLEY : A bill (H. R. 24814) for the relief of the
heirs of Zimri A. Carter; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 24815)
granting an increase of pension fo Miriam Brown; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 24816) granting an increase of pension to
Marguerite Matheney; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LAFFERTY : A bill (H. R. 24817) granting an in-
crease of pension to Eleanor E. Garner; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAHER: A bill (H. R. 24818) granting an increase
of pension to Henry 8. Pettit; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: A bill {H R. 24819) for the
relief of Coleman C. MecReynolds, administrator of the estate of
John McReynolds; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. NORRIS: A bill (H. R. 24820) for the relief of
Walter M. Sheppard; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. PEPPER: A bill (H. R. 24821) to pay Charles Max
Wittig £500 back bounty; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. STEENERSON : A bill (H. R. 24822) granting an in-
crease of pension to Thomas D, Quaintance; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. UI'TER: A bill (H. R. 24823) granting an increase of
pension to John Souchereau; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WICKERSHAM : A bill (H. R. 24824) for the relief
of Daniel Kennedy ; to the Committee on Claims.

I‘ETITIOI\\' 8, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. AYRES: Petition of United States Civil Service Re-
tirement Association, protesting against House bhill 24023, which
limits the employees of the Distriet of Columbia to an appeint-
ment of five years; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, resolution of North Side Board of Trade in the city
of New York, recommending the improvement of Bronx Kills,
Harlem River and East River, New York City; to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors,

By Mr. BOWMAN: Resolution of Protestant Episcopal Dio-
cese of Washington, against use of Government funds fo sup-
port schools which are in reality no longer secular but sec-
tarian; to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

By Mr. BULKLEY : Petition of Cleveland & Buffalo Transit
Co., favoring passage of House bill 24025, requiring more ade-
quate life-saving equipment on lake and ocean vessels; to the
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of Cleveland Federation of Labor, favoring re-
quirement of more adequate life-saving equipment on lake
stenmers; to the Commiftee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries,
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Also, petition of Board of Trade of Batavia, N. Y., protesting
agﬂmst any change in the patent laws that might atfect price
maintenance ; to the Committee on Patents.

Algo, petitlon of Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, Har-
rishurg, Pa., favoring passage of the workmen's compensation
bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BURKE: Papers to accompany bill for granting
widow's pension to Mary H. Schmidt; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. BURNETT: Petition of citizens of Gadsden, Ala.,
for passage of Lea-S8ims bill to forbid interstate transmission
of race-gambling odds and bets and the Kenyon-Sheppard 1nter-
state liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, resolutions of Harrisburg (Pa.) Brotherhood of Loco-
motive Engineers and State Camp, Patriotic Order Sons of
America, favoring passage of the Dillingham bill, restricting
immigration; to the Committee on Immigration and Natural-
ization,

Also, resolutions of Alabama Federation of Labor, against
proposed Federal compensation act; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DANFORTH: Resolution of Congregation B‘rlth
Hamderish Hagodel, B'nai David Chavery Chatem, of Roch-
ester, N. Y., against passage of bills restricting immigration;
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. DANIEL A. DRISCOLL: Resolution of citizens of
Philadelphia, Pa., favoring passage of the Dillingham bill re-
stricting immigration; to the Commitiee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

Also, petition of the Maritime Association of the Port of New
York, favoring passage of the Panama Canal bill, amended to
read free tolls for American vessels; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

Also, petition of Sons of Poland, of Buffalo, N. Y., against pas-
sage of the Dillingham bill restricting immigration; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL: Resolutions of State
Camp, Patriotic Order Sons of America, favoring passage of the
Dillingham bill restricting immigration; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. DYER: Petition of Pride of the West Lodge, No. 56,
Independent Order B'rith Abraham, St. Louis, protesting against
passage of House bill 22527, for restriction of immigration; to
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of Fraternal Order Americans, Independent
Council, No. 1, St. Louis, Mo.; State Camp, Patriotic Order Sons
of America, of North Carolina; and citizens of St. Louis, Mo.,
all favoring passage of House biil 22527 for restriction of im-
migration; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation.

Also, petition of American Association of Foreign Language
Newspapers, of New York, N. Y., protesting against any change
in the present patent laws that might affect price maintenance;
to the Committee on Patents.

Also, petition of Richmond Chamber of Commerce, favoring a
more adequate monetary system; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

Also, petition of citizens of Silverton, Colo., relative to estab-
lishing a mining experiment station in Silverton; to the Com-
mittee on Mines and Mining,

Also, petition of Protestant Episcopal Church of the Diocese
of Washington, relative to the garb worn by teacher and Indian
children in Government schools; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of Brotherhood of Locomotive Engi-
neers, ¢f Harrisburg, Pa., and State Camp, Patriotic Order Sons
of America, both favoring passage of House bill 22527, for re-
striction of immigration; to the Commitee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

By Mr. EVANS: Petition of Brotherhood of Locomotive Engi-
neers, of Harrisburg, Pa., favoring passage of House bill 22527,
for restricting immigration, etc.; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

Also, petition of Polish National Alliance of United States, of
North America, of Chicago, Ill., protesting against passage of
House bill 22527, for restricting immigration; to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. FORNES: Petition of American Association of For-
eign Newspapers, of New York City, N. Y., against passage of
the Brown-Oldfield bills, proposing change in patent law; to
the Committee on Patents,

Also, resolution of the Richmond Chamber of Commerce, of
Richmond, Va., favoring a plan of monetary reform; to the
Commtttee on Bankiug and Currency.

Also, resolution of State Camp, Patriotic-Order Sons of Amer-
ica, favoring passage of the Dillingham bill restricting immi-
gration; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of United Angler's League, of New York City,
N. Y., favoring passage of House bill 18030, for a cod hatchery
on Long Island; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries,

By Mr. FOSS: Petitions of the Richmond Chamber of Com-
merce, Richmond, Va., and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen,
Chicago, I11., favoring passage of House bill 22527, for restric-
tion of immigration; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

Also, resolution of Women's Trade Union League of Chicago,
INl., favoring passage of House bill No. 11372, the seamen’s bill;
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. FULLER : Petition of citizens of Philadelphia, favor-
ing passage of House bill 22527, for restriction of immigration;
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of M. M. Corbett, of Rockford, IlL, protesting
against any change in the patent laws that might affect price
maintenance; to the Committee on Patents,

Also, petition of First Presbyterian Church, Rockford, TII.,
favoring passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Polish National Alliance of Chicago, Ill., pro-
testing against passage of House bill 22527, for restriction of
immigration; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation,

Also, petition of divers veterans of the Civil War, tawriug
the passage of House bill 1339, to increase pension of veterans
of the Civil War who lost an arm or leg; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GALLAGHER : Petitions of City Council of the city
of Chicago and sixteenth and seventeenth wards, of Chicago,
I11., both protesting against passage of House bill 22527, con-
taining literacy test for immigrants; to the Committee on Im-
migration and Naturalization,

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Memorial of Brother-
hood of Locomotive Engineers, favoring passage of anti-injunc-
tion bill, ete.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GOLDFOGLE: Petition of New York State Vegetable
Growers’ Association, of Ithiea, N. Y., favoring a parcel-post
measure; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads,

Also, petition of Hudson River Improvement Association of
New Jersey, relative to improvement of the port of New York;
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,

Also, petition of Richmond Chamber of Commerce, Richmond,
Va., favoring a more adequate monetary system; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

Also, petition of the Cleveland Chamber of Commerce, Cleve-
land, Ohio, relative to House resolution 357, for collecting data
of loss of life gnd property by fire in the United States; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of Arkell & Douglas (Inec.), New York, N. Y
favoring free use of the Panama Canal by American ships; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the National Lumber Manufacturing Asso-
clation, relative to the United States Consular and Diplomatic
Service; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petlliun of National Lumber Manufacturing Association,
Cincinnati, Ohio, favoring free use of the Panama Canal by
American ships; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

Also, petition of Broome County Humane Society, Bing-
hamton, N. Y., favoring the passage of House bill 17222, rela-
tive to shipping immature calves; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the Prospeet Heights Citizens' Association,
in regard to industrial education; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Also, petition of Bakst Bros., New York, N. Y. protesting
against passage of the Richardson bill, H. R. 14060 to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Alsgo, petition of National Jewelers' Board of Trade, New
York, protesting against any change in the present patent laws
that might affect price maintenance; to the Committee on
Patents.

By Mr. GRAY : Evidence to accompany House bill 23096, ¢laim
of Henry L. Kester, late a private of Company E, One hundred
and tenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry; to the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GUERNSEY: Petition of Iron Molders' Unlon No,
101, Bangor, Me.,, and Princeton Grange, No. 293, Princeton,
Me., both favoring passage of postal-express service (H. R.
19133) ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.




1912 ¢

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

7071

By Mr. HENSLEY : Papers to accompany bill for the relief
of the heirs of Jimmie A. Carter; to the Committee on War
Claims.

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petition of Hebrews of New
Britain, Conn., protesting against the passage of House bill
22527, for restriction of immigration; to the Committee on Im-
migration and Naturalization,

By Mr. HOWELL: Petition of United Brotherhood of Car-
penters and Joiners of America, favoring passage of House bill
22339, prohibiting the use of the stop-wateh system on Govern-
ment employees; to the Committee on Labor.

Also, petition of Ogden Lodge, No. 127, Ogden, Utah, favoring
passage of House bill 22339, prohibiting the use of the stop-
}\:atch system on Government employees; to the Committee on

abor.

. Also, petition of Tremonton Commercial Club, Tremonton,
Utah, protesting against any change in the patent laws that
might affect price maintenance; to the Committee on Pat-
ents,

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: Petition of State Camp,
Patriotic Order Sons of America, North Carolina, favoring pas-
sage of House bill 22527, for restricting immigration; fo the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of Richmond Chamber of Commerce, Richmond,
Va., favoring legislation for a more adequate monetary system ;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. LEE of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens of Schuyl-
kill Haven, Pa., favoring passage of Senate bill No, 1, establish-
ing a national publtc health service; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. LINDSAY : Petition of State Camp, Patriotic Order
Sons of Ameriea, of North Carolina, favoring passage of House
bill 22527, conlainlng literacy test for immigrants; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of the Prospect Heights Citizens’ Association,
favoring passage of Senate bill 3, relative to industrial educa-
tion; to the Commitfee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of Richmond Chamber of Commerce, Richmond,
Va., relative to adequate monetary system; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

Also, petition of Daniel Green, of Newport, Del.,, and John
Tindle, Chattanooga, Tenn., both favoring bill for increase of
pension to veterans of the Civil War who have lost an arm or
leg; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAHER : Resolution of Prospect Helghts Citizens’
Assoclation, of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring passage of Senate hill
3, known as the Page bill, which encourages instruction in
agriculture, ete.; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of United Anglers' League, of Brooklyn, N. Y.,
favoring passage of House bill 18030, for a cod hatchery on
Long Island; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries,

By Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota: Petition of Trinity Mis-
sion, Winner, 8. Dak., relative to conditions of the natives in
Alaska; to the Committee on the Territories.

By Mr. McGILLICUDDY: Petition of members of Camp
Hamlin-Hagerty, No. 3, Spanish War Veterans, of Lewiston,
Me., favoring passage of House bill 17470, for pensions for
Widows and minor children of Spanish War veterans; to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McDERMOTT : Petition of W. M. Hobbs Lodge, No. 4,
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of Chicago, IlL, against
passage of employers' liability and compensation act; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, resolution of Polish colony of Chicago, Ill., against
passage of the Dillingbam bill restricting immigration; to the
Committee on Tmmigration and Naturalization.

Also, resolution of Square Deal Lodge, No. 752, Brotherhood
of Railway Trainmen, of Chicago, Ill., against passage of em-
ployers’ liability and workmen’s compensation act; to the Com-
miftee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: Papers to accompany bill for
the relief of Coleman C. Dennison; to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, papers to accompany bill for the relief of Thomas
Smith for loss sustained during Civil War; to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. MURRAY: Petitions of Boston Lettist Workmen's
Association, of Roxbury, Mass, and Freedom Lodge, Order
B'rith Abraham, of Boston, Mass., both protesting against pas-
sage of House bill 22527, for restriction of immigration; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. NYE: Petition of Billy Mortimer Post, No. 192, Min-
neapolis, Minn., favoring passage of House bill 14070, for relief
;)inﬁldlers whose hearing is defective; to the Committee on

0ns,

Also, resolutions of J. B. Wakefield Post, No. 172, of Long
Lake, Minn,, favoring passage of House bill 14070, for the re-
lief of soldiers.whose hearing is defective; to the Committee on.
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PARRAN : Petition of Remember the Maine Council,
No. 41, Junior Order United American Mechanies, of Seabrook,
Md., favoring passage of the Burnett bill providing educational
test for immigrants; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

By Mr. RAKER : Petition of citizens of California, in oppo-
sition to any change in present patent laws that will affect price
maintenance; to the Committee on Patents.

Also, petition of Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, favor-
ing passage of the anti-injunction bill; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. REDFIELD : Resolution of Prospect Heights Citizens’
Association, of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring passage of Senate bill
3, to encourage instruction in agriculture, etc.; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of the Richmond Chamber of Commerce, of
Richmond, Va., favoring a plan of monetary reform; to the
Commitiee on Banking and Currency.

Also, petition of State Camp, Patriotic Order Sons of America,
favoring passage of the Dillingham bill, resiricting immigra-
tion; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. REYBURN: Petition of the Richmond Chamber of
Commerce, Richmond, Va., relative to a more adequate monetary
system; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

Also, petition of Hebrew Sunday School Society of Philadel-
phia, protesting against passage of House bill 22527, for restrie-
tion of immigration; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

Also, petition of Philadelphia Board of Trade, of Phila-
delphia, Pa., favoring passage of House bill 18327, for print-
ing a uationnl directory of commercial organizations of the
United States; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

Also, resolution of Philadelphia Board of Trade, of Philadel-
phia, Pa., favoring passage of House bill 22580, for purpose of
erecting diplomatic buildings in Mexico, Tokyo, Berne, and
Hankow ; to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. SCULLY : Petition of Daughters of Liberty of Asbury
Park, N. J., favoring passage of House bill 22527, for restriction
of immigration; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu-
ralization. 7

By Mr. SPEER : Papers to accompany bill for granting a pen-
sion to Isabella Elliott; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of Philadelphia Board of Trade,
Philadelphia, Pa., relative to erecting some diplomatic build-
ings; to the Committee on Appropriations.

Also, petition of the Richmond Chamber of Commerce, favor-
ing legislation for a more adequate monetary system ; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

Also, petition of American Association of Foreign Language:
Newspapers, New York City, protesting against any change in
the patent laws that might affect price maintenance; to the
Committee on Patents.

Also, petition of the Prospect Heights Citizens' Association, of
Brooklyn, N, Y., favoring passage of Senate bill 3, relative to
industrial education; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. UTTER : Petition of citizens of Philadelphia, Pa., and
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, favoring passage of the
Dillingham bill restricting immigration; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. WATKINS : Petition of Y, P. M. V. Society, parigh of
Bienville, State of Louisiana, favoring passage of the Kenyon-
Sheppatd interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Petition of Twenty-second
Assembly District Democratic Club, of Borough of Brooklyn,
N. Y., favoring passage of the Hamill bill, to pension certain
postal-service employees over 60 years of age and 30 years of
gervice for the Government; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, resolution of the Richmond Chamber of Commerce, of
Richmond,. Va., in favor of a plan of monetary reform; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency

Also, resolution of the Prospect Helghts Citizens' Association,
favoring passage of Senate bill 3, to encourage instruction in
agriculture, ete.; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, resolutlon of State Camp, Patriotic Order Sons of Amer-
ica, favoring passage of the Dillingham bill restricting immigra-
tion; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. YOUNG of Texas: Resolutions of Smith County Medi-
eal Society, of Texas, favoring passage of the Owen bill (8. 1)
to establish a national bureau of health; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
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